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EDITORIAL Unity In Diversity In Practice 


The October 1983 issue of The Expository Review and a later 
issue carried an exchange between bros. Darwin Chandler and 
Glenn Burt, concerning Chandler's affirmation that the Justification 
of sinners was typified in Genesis 3:21 when God made garments of 
skins to cover the nakedness of Adam and Eve. Bro. Burt appar- 
ently thought this was coming too close to Calvinism and he was 
moved to write a rebuttal to the article. He denied that such a 
“type'' was intended in the Eden incident, and wrote the whole thing 
off as being Calvinistic. 


Since these brethren have different thoughts on the subject, and 
since they are still in fellowship, what are we to conclude except 
that here is a good example of UNITY IN DIVERSITY. 


Guthrie Dean and Mike Willis (editor of Guardian of Truth) squared 
off in the March 17, 1983 issue of GofT concerning the indwelling of 
the Holy Spirit. Bro. Dean is quoted as saying, 


The indwelling of the Holy Spirit, which is common to all 
Christians, is not miraculous in nature, but the Spirit does 
everything for us which ls promised in the Scriptures. 
The Holy Spirit indwells (Rom. 8:9); provides a habitation 
of God in us (Eph. 2:22); provides a motive for us to keep 
our spirits and bodies clean (1 Cor. 6:19-20); enables us to 
keep the faith (2 Tim. 1:13-14); brings comfort (Acts 3:19); 
brings renewal (Titus 3:5); is present in times of reproach 
(1 Pet. 4:14); aids in our worship (Phil. 3:3); helps us live 
a consecrated life (Jude 20); produces fruit in our lives 
(Gal. 5:22-23; Eph. 5:9); and many other things. Check a 
good Bible concordance. (Guthrie Dean, The Only Alterna- 
tive To The Personal Indwelling of the Holy Spirit, Unity 
Forum, Vol. XXXV, No. 9 (March 1981). 


In response to this, bro. Willis compares these things with what 
he gleaned from Calvinistic sources, to wit: 


The indwelling Holy Spirit enables the regenerate elect, 
who still possess the inherited corrupt nature, to bear 
witness to the word (Article 1, No. 5), to understand the 
Scriptures (Article 1, No. 6), to make him willing and able 
to believe (Article VI, Nos. 2-3), to strengthen him to 
enable him to resist sin (Article XII, No. 2-3), to make 
him conscious of his sins (Article XV, No. 3), and to 
enable him to do good works (Article XVI, No. 3). 


Then Willis says, 
Frankly, I am somewhat concerned when I read articles 
(turn to page 19) 
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THE 
COMING 
REFORMATION 


W. Cal Kelcherside No. 4 (final) 


7. The Role of Music. There has never been a successful revo- 
lution or reformation in which music did not play a prominent part. 
Whether the desired end of the reform or campaign was good ‘or 
bad it has been carried forward on the wings of song. TheAmerican 
Revolution had its 'Yankee Doodle." The Civil War had its "Dixie" 
and "The Battle Hymn of the Republic."' World War I sent its men 
away to the stirring strains of ‘Over There." In between these 
there are songs of love and romance, but when the time has come 
for deep dedication of life, song writers become busy in penning 
words of patriotic and marital ferver. 


Martin Luther knew this. He was astrong and massive personality 
who could not be diverted from his purpose by fear or argument. 
And he knew that the German mind could not be led into the path of 
change by Gregorian chants any more than it could by singing 
Brahm's Lullaby. So he began to visit the bierstubes, or taverns, 
with which he was already familiar and which were almost univer- 
sally patronized. He listened to the songs which provided good 
cheer and returned home to write Jesus words to the tunes. He 
turned a generation on and motivated the peasants to start marching 
for Jesus. 


One who knows his history can be fairly certain that he is stand- 
ing on the brinkof a spiritual breakthrough when the old song forms 
are supplemented by the new. And that is abundantly true of the 
present. The age of revolt was ushered in by the rock and roll era. 
It had a sensuous appeal which was predominant. It was brash, 
blatant and blowsy. It frightened a lot of people out of their wits 
who had forgotten "the hobble skirt" and the "mini-skirt" era which 
had their day and passed away. A lot of preachers took to their 
sacred precinct, the pulpit, and waved their arms and lifted their 
voices, denouncing the music. They generally served only to alien- 
ate the young, drive them from the church, and to augment growing 
friction with their parents who resented having their ears assailed 
by the strange and alien beat. 
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I said little but waited God's time. Sure enough it came. We 
began to baptize whole rock bands. One was in Wisconsin and they 
went home and wrote new words to the tunes. We went back to 
Presidents Hall at the university and filled it to overflowing. Kids 
sat on the floor and stood around the edges of the room. The band 
played forty minutes. I answered questions for an hour, they played 
fifteen minutes more and we ended baptizing several of the students 
and two professors. The pale Galilean had conquered once more. 


The magnitude of what was happening struck me at Belmount 
Avenue congregation in Nashville, Tennessee. It was composed of 
a group of folk who had begun to march to the sound of a different 
drummer several years before. They had been wiped “off the 
slate” by "faithful" Churches of Christ in the city and Don Finto 
was looked at as a fanatic and "Jesus freak" because he insisted on 
walking on the same side of the fence as did Jesus. The congrega- 
tion meets on Music Row. It is just a block or two from the great 
recording studios which have made the town famous. A number of 
those connected with the contemporary scene are members of the 
congregation. The last time I was there they had special song 
sheets with scores of numbers featuring the exact words of the 
prophets, the psalmist, and even the One whom they had foretold. 


Everywhere I go new songs fill the air. Whole new books are 
being produced. And when you see this phenomenon, lift up your 
hearts for reformation draweth nigh. And redemption accompanies 
it. It has never failed. But this time it is especially significant, 
both because of the profusion of new songs and because of their deep 
devotional and spiritual quality. Many of them are being composed 
and sung by young people hardly out of their teens. We are merely 
waiting in the wings for the drama to unfold. The actors are on 
stage. The initial set is ready to start. Praise the Lord, and 
again I say, praise His name. 


8. The Global Village Concept. we are living in another "fulness 
of the times.'' Things are beginning to come together as never be- 
fore in history. {ft is almost impossible for one puny brain to take 
them all in. It is an age of computer technology, of space satellites, 
and communication is almost instantaneous. Even our weather is 
predicted by spinning earth-made global orbs rotating through 
Space beyond human sight. The earth itself is no longer a huge 
rolling ball which one could not encircle in half a lifetime. I can 
go to far-away places with much more ease and in less time than it 
used to take to go to the county-seat. Ican climb aboard a plane 
and encircle the globe and be back almost before Iam missed. We 
are on a global village. 


And with all of this, knowledge is spreading. Nations are march- 
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ing to the fore which once Jagged far behind. Japan was once the 
copy-cat of the world but has emerged in its latent originality to 
take the leadership in production of automobiles, motorcycles, 
Cameras and computers. They have robots which can do things 
that men with brains cannot. Who has not bought a shirt recently 
to find from the label that it was made in Hong Kong or Korea? 
Suddenly places that were out of our scope of intelligence when I 
was a boy are becoming like one of our distant states. And with the 
spread of our know-how and genius somehow Jesus is finding his 
way into hearts halfway around the globe. 


On the television screen in the evening we can see scenes of what 
transpired in catastrophic form in lrak, Zambia or Formosa that 
morning. We can dial the telephones of our friends across oceans 
and talk to them directly in minutes. And the knowledge of God is 
covering the earth like the waters cover the seas. And, like those 
waters, it is powerful and irresistible. Think of what is happening 
in Seoul, Korea, where one congregation has gathered 225, 000 
Christians who meet in thousands of homes and gather all night long 
to pray together on Friday nights. 


Think of the twenty - million Christians who surfaced in China 
since the bamboo curtain was run up a little way to let ina little 
light. If communism with its cruel persecution could not stamp out 
of men's hearts the faith in Jesus as Lord, why do you think that 
crime, vandalism, racial prejudice and the hate of little people can 
do so in the United States. Think of what is happening in Japan, in 
Burma, and even in Russia. In Africa there is the greatest tidal 
wave of the Christian faith sweeping over the country that has ever 
been known. The Dark Continent is no longer dark. "They that sat 
in darkness saw great light; and to them which sat in the region and 
shadow of death light has sprung up." And this has happened in 
spite of famine, fear and flood. 


It is no time for pessimism which is anti-Christian. It erodes 
our ability to work. It acts as if God has grown old and become 
senile and powerless. It renders us hopeless and despondent. 
Never before in our history have we seen such an opportunity. We 
should avail ourselves of it, and wring every drop of value from it. 
It may not come again. The Spirit has gone before us. He is our 
vanguard. He carries the banner on which is written "The King of 
kings.'' So strengthen the feeble knees and lift up the hands that 
fall down. 


It is in this day that we should say, "Praise the Lord, call upon 
His name, declare his doings among all the people, make mention 
that his name is exalted. Sing unto the Lord; for he hath done 
excellent things; this is becoming known in all the earth." Instead 
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of bowing your head like a bulrush and criticizing every discovery 
of science as if it were wrung out by Satan, look at it from the 
constructive standpoint. It is helping to make the world a global 
village. It is making it possible for us to reach those who have not 
known him in the past. Praise God for every scientific discovery 
which broadens our horizons and increases the scope of our vision. 


139 Signal Hill Drive, St. Louis, Missouri 63121 





Brother Jacob 
Clmer Prout 


Jacob ~ son of Isaac, brother of Esau, father of Joseph — we know 
him as the fleet-footed trickster of the book of Genesis. 


Jacob puzzles me. I sometimes wonder why his story receives 
so much coverage in the Bible. He wasn't very nice at all. He had 
few scruples. Tocheat his brother and deceive his father did not 
seem to bother him in the least. 


As I read Jacob's story {Genesis chapters 25 through 49) I find 
myself ready to cross his name off the list of God's people. How 
could a fellow like that possibly have any place in the plan of God? 


But apparently God does not agree with my verdict. Time after 
time God came back to confront this Heel-grabber. So we read of 
the vision at Bethel, of God's call in Haran, and of the wrestling 
match at Jabbok. How is it that God takes so much time with a 
rascal like this? 


Can it be that part of the message in the story of Jacob is that 
God always makes it his business to take time with rascals? In- 
deed if God did not take time with them what hope could there be 
for those folks whom we call rascals? 


But Jacob's story does not permit us to stop there. It raises the 
sharper question: who are the rascals? Some distant, ancient 
Jacob cheating his brother and running for his life? I had hoped so. 
That way the story would be safe... But as I read, the letters 
change ~ not J-A-C-O-B... The name begins to look for all the 
world like E-L-M-E-R... 


Now the story does not puzzle me any longer! It gives me hope! 
Jacob was not just living out his own days. He stands as a remind- 
er that God keeps on breaking into the lives of rascals ~AND giving 
them new names. In the power of that hope we have assurance. @ 


1620 Oak Tree Drive, Roseville, California 95678 





Beyond Churchanity 
Fed WH. Daniel 


"Nonsense] ''— that’s what this article's title will appear to be to 
those who feel that ‘we have arrived." But many of us are strug- 
gling for a continuing reformation, looking beyond present realities 
to things not seen. Our present condition belies the glory we seek. 
Yet, we are convinced that, like the caterpillar, a glorious trans- 
formation awaits us. 


I. am convinced that if this is ever to happen, we must outgrow 
"Churchanity." 


There are two clusters of meanings surrounding the word 
“church.*' One is based upon its use in translations of the New 
Testament. The other is based upon its original meaning, along 
with the concepts of power which have accrued over the centuries. 


A failure to clearly distinguish between these two concepts has 
taken us captive to self-defeating life-styles. Thus, Satan under- 
mines our ministry, contaminates our message, and robs us of our 
freedom in Christ. Evidence of this can nowhere be more clearly 
seen than in the matter of unity. Our failures at this point are 
obvious. For, as Joe Beam responded when asked if he were a 
member of the United Church of Christ, "No—there is nothing 
united about my brothers!" 


EKKLESIA 


Consider the New Testament use of the word "church." The 
translators of the King James version would have simplified our 
task considerably had they simply translated the Greek word 
"ekklesia" consistently. But let us not be too hard onthem. They 
were working under strict orders from King James I to retain "the 
old ecclesiastical words."" The word "church" was especially to be 
retained, and was "not to be translated congregation."”* Most 
modern versions have followed their lead. After all, if one wants 
to sell Bibles he must not ignore tradition. Alexander Campbell 
recognized the limitation that translations place’ on us when he said: 


Noman can translate a work which he does not understand 
To understand the Greek language is one thing, and to 
translate any work in that language into another is quite a 
different thing. The most perfect knowledge of the Greek 
language which any man can possibly attain, will not qual- 


See references at the end of the article. 


ify him to translate the New Testament, unless he under- 
stands the meaning of the book... Need I askyou, whether 
the King's translators had this knowledge of the meaning 
of the book? ... We do, and must contend, that a version 
more correct than the common version is as necessary to 
the full exhibition of Christianity as a reformation of the 
professors of the present day—if not to the same extent, 
they are equally indispensable to this object.’ 


The word church in our Bibles can hardly be considered a good 
translation of ekklesia. Furthermore, those who have sought a 
more accurate understanding of the term have often been misled by 
articles and sermons claiming that ekklesia means "the called out". 
It is certainly true that we have been called "out of darkness into 
his wonderful light" (1 Pet. 2:9). But, "if we are to grasp the true 
sense, we cannot indulge in arbitrary or fanciful etymologising." ‘ 


Ekklesia is not a religious term at all. It simply means 
"assembly.'"* It was used to describe any gathering, regardless of 
its purpose or nature. Thus it can refer to anarmy, an assembly 
of Christians (whether in small groups or the entire Christian 
population of a town}, or in a figurative sense it can refer to the 
heavenly assembly of all the saints, which is permanently in ses- 
sion. (For a more detailed treatment of this point, see R. L. 
Kilpatrick's articles in the July and August, 1982 issues of Ensign.’ 


It does appear that church, in this sense, is not a continuous 
entity at all. Rather, it is an intermittent occurance.’ 


Even the composition of the assemblies appear to have been more 
fluid than we sometimes suppose, raising serious questions about 
the validity of many of our modern ideas.’ 


CHURCH 


Contrast this idea with those ideas which are derived from the 
English word "church." J. Ridley Stroop wrote: 


It is regrettable that the translators of our Bible, it seems 
for some reason, thought that they knew a better way to 
express what the inspired writers were saying on this 
matter than the writers did, or did they want to make the 
writings say a little more than its authors intended?..,, 
They translated the word ekklesia according to its regular 
meaning by the word assembly in all cases where the as- 
sembly referred to was not religious or was not believed 
to be religious in nature. But where the assembly to which 
it referred was thought to be religious in nature they 
translated it by the word church. The word church is from 
kuriakon which means the Lord's house which is from 
kurios meaning Lord or Master which is from kuros 
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meaning power. {is it not strange that the translators re- 
jected the word used by inspiration and substituted a word 
from the same language with a different meaning? Kuria- 
kon is never used in the New Testament; neither is any 
form of it used to refer to God’s people. So one might say 
that the word church is not in the New Testament at all.!° 


"Not in the New Testament at all"! Isn't it strange that some ex- 
positors can lightly conflate these two incompatible ideas as if they 
were the same? This is the word that stands as a basis for our 
institutional concepts of the church —the way we speak of ''church"’ 


most of the time. 
INSTITUTIONAL STRUCTURE 


It is difficult to rid ourselves of the concept of the church as an 
institution. By "institution'’ 1 mean an organization with an identity 
distinct from the people of which it is composed. A corporation, 
for example, is not just a collection of people. It is something 
more. The institutional church, like a corporation, is more than 
just the sum of its parts: It is an entity in its own right. It has 
hierarchial offices and positions. The needs of the individual are 
subservient to the needs of the institution. It is impersonal. Ulti- 
mately, it is a worldly system with the power to squeeze the indi- 
vidual into its mold. It is this "something more" that, from a truly 
biblical perspective has no right to exist. 


Our speech betrays our thinking. We talk about becoming ''mem- 
bers of the church." It is clear that we think of this in terms 
equivalent to becoming members of a club or society. But the Bible 
nowhere talks about becoming a "member of the church." Rather, 
it speaks of being ''members” of the body—in the sense of a part of 
organ of a living organism. 


If you are thinking of this as a matter of mere semantics, you 
have clearly misunderstood me. This idea is so foreign to our 
normal way of thinking that itis easy to miss the point. But prop- 
erly understood, this statement will always produce either strongly 
positive or strongly negative response. Indifference is not an op- 
tion. It is purely an accident of the English language that ''member"’ 
Can mean both, 1) a bodily organ, and 2) an affiliation with an 
Organization. 


Even when we pray our speech betrays us! We thank God for 
"that blood-bought institution which the Lord purchased with His 
own blood."’ I deny with every fiber of my being that the Lord shed 
his blood for an institution! If all the Lord God for His priceless 
blood was an organization, He paid far too high a price! No—He 
died for people. He paid the redemption price to buy us back from 
the power of sin—as individual persons. 
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PRACTICAL IMPLICATIONS 


What are the implications of all this? Just this —our vision of 
the church has been clouded by looking through glasses tinted by 


centuries of tradition. This is preventing us from living up to our 
true nature. 


For example, consider the subject of unity. What is it? I 
challenge you to stop reading right now and write two or three 
paragraphs describing God's Kingdom as if unity were an accom- 
plished fact. What would be different? Which things would remain 
the same? It's more difficult than you may think! 


One of the many hinderances to a proper understanding of unity is 
thinking of the church in institutional terms. We tend to equate 
unity of institutional structure with the unity that Jesus prayed for 
in John 17. Clearly, this was not the kind of unity He had in mind. 


Jesus prayed that His disciples would experience the kind of unity 
that existed within the Trinity. This is a kind of "unity in diversity" 
which has preplexed thinking men since the days of Jesus’ earthly 
ministry. Yet one thing is quite clear— it is a Christian-to-Christ- 
ian type of unity he had in mind. It was a quality of personal 
relations —not organizational structure. Jesus wanted all of His 
disciples (world-wide) to be one. This involves a unity of purpose, 
based upon a common relationship to God. This unity is possible 
for those separated by time and space. Nevertheless, it might not 
exist among those who sit on the pew next to each other each week. 

{continued in next issue) 


1304 Mockingbird Drive, Shelbyville, Tennessee 37160 
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MANDATE FOR CHRISTIAN EDUCATION 
Dallas Burdette 


Christians have been sacrificing their children for several 
decades to the god Molech —the State schools. Is it any wonder that 
many of our children no longer accept the Christian faith? The 
philosophy of our public schools is humanistic, or atheistic, to the 
core. Former Congressman John Colan of Arizona has remarked: 


There is a Significant trend to teach children that there 
are no values, that there is no right, that there is no 
wrong, that there is no God, that man is his own God.! 


John Dewey, philosopher and educator, drew up the ''Humanist 
Manifesto i1."' Dewey, a humanist and pragmatist, had an enormous 
effect on American education. Dewey, past president of an organi- 
zation called The American Humanist Association, began to set in 
motion at Columbia University the wheels that would encompass our 
own time, resulting in the public school system becoming the great- 
est instrument for the propagation of atheism and subversion ever 
known. 


The Humanist Manifesto boldly declares that there is no God and 
that religious belief is an obstacle to human progress. Only 
rationality and science can save us. 

In 1973 the manifesto was updated. Its major themes were re- 
peated in a humanist declaration, published in the September/ 
October 1980 issue of the Humanist. It reads in part: 


We believe, however, that traditional dogmatic or authori- 
tarian religions that place revelation, God, ritual, or 
creed above human needs and experience do a disservice 
to the human species. Any account of nature should pass 
the test of scientific evidence; in our judgment, the dogmas 
and mythis of traditional religions do not do so...We find 
insufficient evidence for belief in the existence of a super- 
natural; it is either meaningless or irrelevant to the 
question of the survival and fulfillment of the human race. 
... We strive for the good life, here and now. (pp. 6,7)? 


Let us remember, there is no standard of authority except God's 
written revelation to man. Jesus said, ''Man shall not live by bread 


alone, but by every word that proceedeth out of the mouth of God" 
(Mat. 4:4). 


1 John Powell, S. J., Abortion the Silent Holocaust (Allen, Texas: 
Argus Communication, 1981) p. 79 
2 Ibid, p. 81 
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Traditional religion forbids us to kill one another: ''Thou shalt 
not kill!’' Traditional religion tells us to "love one another" as 
brothers and sisters of our common Father, God: 'Whatsoever ye 
have done unto one of the least of these my brethren, ye have done 
it unto me (Mat. 25:40). 

Sidney Simon, author of ‘values clarification’ books which are 
widely used in schools, insist that ''we don't neéd any more preach- 
ing about right and wrong... the old ‘thou shalt nots’ simply are 
not relevant.? 

This philosophy is being taught to our children in our public 
schools. The philosophy of pragmatism goes back to Hegel (1770- 
1831). In summary, this ethic maintains: Whatever solves a prob- 
lem on the practical level must be considered as moral. No action 
is right or wrong initself. If a given action results in a desirable 
effect, it is ethically acceptable. Simply put, the end justifies the 
means. 

Hitler, Stalin, Mussolini, and Idi Amin were influenced by Hegel. 
Hitler was resonsible for over 24 million deaths; Stalin, over 100- 
million; Mussolini, over 50 million. Idi Amin murdered thousands. 
The last three months of 1972, he executed over 90,000. All of 
these men were influenced by Hegel's methodology. For these men 
there were no absolutes, no standards, no values, all relative. 


The philosophy of Hegel, Dewey, and Simon reached its climax 
in Hitler, Stalin, Mussolini, and Idi Amin. ''When they knew God, 
they glorified him not as God... professing themselves to be wise, 
they became fools" (Rom. 1:21-22). 


Before we study the mandate for Christian education, let's look 
at the top offenses in public schools during 1940 and 1982. The 
following list will tell us what is happening in our schools because 
of this pragmatic philosophy. 4 


1940 1982 
1. Talking 1. Rape 
2. Chewing gum 2. Robbery 
3. Making noise 3. Assault 
4. Running in the hallway 4. Arson 
5. Getting out of turn in line 5. Vandalism 
6. Not putting paper in wastebasket 6. Drug abuse 


7. Fighting at recess 7. Pregnancies 


Down in Lubbock, Texas, the school district tried to adopt 
a policy allowing students to gather before or after school 
for Christian services, totally voluntary. The Civil Lib- 
erties Union challenged it. Schools are to pest this warn- 


SIbid, p. 81 
4 Wales Goebul Ministry (Newsletter-March, 1983) Birmingham, AL 
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ing at their doors: ‘Attention Students: Your Bill of Rights 
forbids all voluntary religious speech among students in a 
group of two or more anywhere on this campus."’? 


What is the Christian mandate for Christian education? ‘'Only 
take heed to thyself, and keep thy soul diligently, lest thou forget 
the things which thine eyes have seen, and lest they depart from 
thy heart all the days of thy life; but teach them to thy sons, and 
thy son's sons" (Deut. 4:9). 


For the godly Christian parent, that follower of Christ who seeks 
to know and obey the Lord, his responsibility of educating his 
children is not a matter of debate or question. It is a matter of 
doing what God has commanded! "And thy children shall be taught 
of the Lord" (Isa. 54:12). "Fathers, provoke not your children to 
wrath, but bring them up in the nurture and admonition of the Lord" 
(Eph. 6:4). "Lo, children are a heritage to the Lord" (Ps. 127:3). 


What is the purpose of educating our children? For the humanist 
it is to educate the child to be a servant of man—either self or 
others (man is the measure of all things); for the state, it is to 
prepare the child to be a servant of the state (example: in Russia 
children belong to the state); for the Christian, the purpose of 
education is to train up the child to be a servant of the Lord God. 
Perhaps some with good intentions may suggest that if the founda- 
tion is built strong in the home, that the child will be able to 
withstand the onslaught in state-controlled and humanistic schools. 
Perhaps some will and do; but, many will not. The Bible makes 
clear that we as parents are not to take such risk with our children 
"But whoso shall offend one of these little ones which believe in 
me, it were better for him that a millstone were hanged about his 
neck, and that he were drowned in the depth of the sea" (Mat. 18:6). 


The state-controlled system of secular education is anti-Christian. 
That which ignores or denies the Lord God or seeks to place Him on 
a level with the gods of man, must be seen for what it is: anti- 
Christ! ‘Who is a liar but he that denieth that Jesus is the Christ? 
He is anti-Christ that denieth the Father and the Son" (1 John 2:22). 
"He that is not with me is against me" (Mat. 12:30). We are en- 
joined by the Scriptures and our Lord Jesus Christ to oppose evil 
with all our might. 


For the Christian parent who seeks to obey the Lord, the educa- 
tion of the child must be total, all-encompassing. The entire 
spiritual process must be complete and harmonious. We must 
develop the heart, soul, and mind. '’Thou shalt love the Lord thy 
God with all thy heart and with all thy soul and with all thy mind” 
(Mat. 22:37). "That ye might be filled with the knowledge of His 

(turn to back cover) 
Sid. 
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Calvinism or Scripture? 


R.L. Kilpatrick Part 5 


Due to a miscalculation (inability to count), in preparing the April 
issue I ended up with one too many pages and had to delete one. 
The subject, I believe, is important enough to justify including it in 
this issue before we take up with the next subject in response to 
bro. Tom Roberts of Ft. Worth concerning what he believes to be 
Calvinism and which he believes is being taught by some brethren. 

We were discussing bro. Roberts’ understanding of what brethren 
teach on Jesus’ keeping the law for man. I think we have adequately 
pointed out that Jesus as Representative of man has attributed his 
perfect law keeping to those who accept his representation through 
faith. Bro. Roberts still has some work to do in studying the 
meaning of ‘'perfection.'' He contends that perfection is not a 
requirement for salvation, and he is correct as respecting man's 

erformance because no one has ever been perfect in this sense. 

ut perfection has always been a prerequisite for salvation and God 
will never accept anything less, even though on man's part it is 
impossible. Still, God does not lower the requirement because of 
man's weakened condition. The "just requirement of the law" (Rom. 
8:3,4) must be fulfilled. ‘Be ye perfect even as your heavenly 
Father is perfect" (Mat. 5:48). How is such possible except some- 
one become man's representative and keep the law perfect in his 
stead? Christ has done "what the law couldn't do", which was to 
make us perfect through law-keeping. 

To be in Christ is to possess life because true life is found only 
in Him. Therefore "life" is imputed to those who are “in Christ" 
because we do not have the reality and finaiity of eternal life while 
in the flesh, and we're only figuratively in Christ. We wait for the 
consumation of al] that God has promised but in the meantime He 
has attributed all promises to us because he has delegated Christ 
as Substitute. Just as by being in Christ we have life, in the same 
way to be in him is to become his justification. 





i is Christ alone who is justified in the actual sense of the word, 
which means to declare "not guilty.'' As long as man lives on this 
earth, it can never be said of him that he is "not guilty", because 
HE IS GUILTY! But at the same time, it can be "declared" of him. 
The status of 'non—guilt'"' can be conferred upon him because he 
belongs to, and has become identified with, the Body that has no 
guilt. The status of the Head becomes the status of the whole body. 

An imputed ''standing" has nothing to do with the actuality of the 
thing imputed. Justification does not mean that the believer is not 
guilty, but he is to be treated "as if'' he was not guilty. In the same 
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way, imputed righteousness does not mean that the actual right- 
eousness of Christ is literally transferred to the believer. It means 
only that that which is characteristic of our Kepresentative becomes 
characteristic of all whom he represents. Christians are those 
who stand "right" before God because our Representative has made 
things right before law. What can we do to "add" to what Christ 
has already done? Nothing! The work of redemption is complete! 
God needs no help from sinners to bring about redemption. We 
only need to accept what is offered. How utterly foolish to think of 
ourselves as standing before God clothed in our own righteousness. 

There is no valid reason why these points cannot be understood, 
except by unyielding dogmatism that places the emphasis on human 
achievement. This is why we say that to understand grace requires 
a complete overhauling of one's theology. The whole scheme of 
redemption is based on the theology of substitution and its accom- 
panying justification and imputed righteousness. 


In item C, bro. Roberts wrote: "Jesus' law-keeping is the perfect 
‘robe of righteousness’ and all we have to do is trust in his grace." 
Notice again the added clause "and all we have to do is trust in his 
grace" which he knows no one will affirm. Literally it would ex~ 
clude repentance and baptism. We have already pointed out that 
repentance and baptism are the means by which we reach justifica- 
tion. These do not establish the cause whichls already an historical 
fact. To be justified is to put on Christ and to put on Christ is to 
be "covered" by his atoning blood which hides our sins. Indeed he 
is our robe of righteousness. His is to be preferred, rather than 
our own. 


LAW -KEE PING 
A. Jesus kept the law of God for and in the place of man. 


B. Jesus’ perfect law~keeping was in order to keep the law for 
man, not to prepare the perfect sactifice for sin. 


REPLY: (both of these can be answered together) 


AB. Jesus kept the law because he humbled himself to become a 
human being. Being ‘born under law" (Gal. 4:4), he became subject 
to the law like all others born under it. As we pointed out before, 
Jesus didn't keep the law so as to become perfect, but because he 
was perfect. (It is in this same sense that we do not "work" to be 
saved but because we are saved.) As the Representative of man- 
kind, and as his Substitute, all that Jesus did, and all that he was, 
is attributed to believing sinners. This included His perfect life, 
His death, His justification and righteousness. Note that Paul said 
in 1 Corinthians 1:30 that God made Jesus “our righteousness" and 
in his second epistie he said that God ''made him tobe sin... so 
that in him we might become the righteousness of God" (5:21). God 
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made Jesus our sin-offering so that he could make him our right- 
eousness. How else can we “become the righteousness of God", 
and how can He be made "our righteousness" except that he live the 
law perfectly and then suffer in our place as if he were the real 
law-breaker? Then suffering as a law-breaker, he left his perfec- 
tion with those for whom he died. God, in order to make Christ our 
righteousness had to make him our Substitute and Representative 
of sinners. 

In substitution, that which is owed by one is paid by another. Man 
owes God perfect obedience, which is impossible, and it was paid 
by Christ by his perfect life. He had done ‘what the law could not 
do", which was to make us perfect. If we are perfect “in Christ” 
then it has to be because of what He has done for us and not because 
af what we have done for ourselves in respect to law-keeping. He 
who argues against the perfect life of Christ being imputed to be- 
lievers argues against his own salvation. There is no other possi- 
bility how that man can be saved except by what Christ has imputed 
to us through faith. 

A story that is supposed to be true is told how that during the 
Civil War a man went to war as a substitute for a young married 
farmer. The substitute was killed in battle. The Union army 
attempted to "draft" the young man who stayed behind. He refused 
to serve on the basis that his substitute had served for him. The 
matter was taken to the highest Court in the land. The Court ruled 
in favor of the young farmer, declaring that he had served his 
country through his substitute, and he was set free. The ''doing 
and dying" of the substitute was legally the doing and dying of the 
young farmer. 

In the same way the doing and dying of Christ as our substitute 
was legally the doing and dying of believing sinners, a principle that 
even our secular court recognized. Note that in the above case the 
moral character of the substitute was not infused into the soul of 
the one substituted. His action placed the young man in a legal 
category, the category of having "served."’ This is all that is meant 
by "imputation” as it is used in scripture. The ‘'service”' of Christ 
while on earth pays the debt owed because of sin, and through our 
substitute we have legally fulfilled our obligation to law. The moral 
character of Christ is not infused into the soul of the believer. His 
act of dying on our behalf places us "right" before law. We become 
"God's righteousness” because Christ's death "was to show God's 
righteousness" (Rom. 3:25). In other words, we become God's 
righteous act in Christ. It is the result of God's attribute of right- 
eousness and not our own righteousness because of obedience. 

When Paul quoted the Psalmist as saying, ‘Blessed are those 
whose iniquities are forgiven, and whose sins are covered; blessed 
is the man against whom the Lord will not reckon his sin" (Rom. 4: 
7,8; cf. Psalms 32:1,2), he was teaching imputed righteousness 
from the negative side. It says the same thing as, blessed is the 
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man to whom the Lord imputes (reckons) righteousness. Because 
to “not" impute sin is to impute the effect of "no sin" which can 
be none other than righteousness. On this point Nygren comments, 


That righteousness is reckoned to one, or that sin is not 
reckoned to one, is one and the same thing, stated positi- 
vely in the former and negatively in the latter. When God 
forgives sin, He in so doing establishes righteousness. 
On the other hand, sin can be forgiven only because God 
reveals his righteousness. (Commentary on Romans) 


FAITH AND WORKS 


A. Faith and works are mutually exclusive of each other. 
B. No works of any kind have anything to do with the justifica~ 
tion of sinners. 


REPLY: 


A. lf bro. Roberts has reference to works in the matter of justi- 
fication, then his statement is correct (which spills over into item 
B), for there is nothing more clear in scripture than that faith 
excludes works in the justification of sinners. But if he has ref- 
erence to living the Christian life (sanctification), then certainly 
faith and works are not mutually exclusive. In fact, I have never 
heard any of our people teach such, nor has bro. Roberts. 


Both faith and works have their place in the Christian system, 
but works have no place in the scheme of redemption. When Paul 
uses the word '‘works" he does not have in mind physical or mental 
activity as such. He simply has reference to the purchasing power 
(merit) of works. Works do not put God in our debt so that he must 
pay off with forgiveness. When we quote Paul as saying that man 
is "justified by faith apart from works of law" (Rom. 3:28), some 
will counter with, “but Paul was talking about works of Jaw, not 
works of obedience." It is clear from Romans 3:27 that Paul has 
in mind the "principle" of law and works and that the principle 
applies to either the Mosaic or Christian dispensations. His argu- 
ment here is to take away the cause of "boasting". He had already 
dealt with Gentiles to show that they were under the wrath of God. 
Now he dispels the long held notion among the Jews that they were 
justified because of their obedience to the law of Moses. He had 
already done this when inverses 9 through 20 he shows that even 
the law condemned the Jews as sinners and that both Jews and Gen- 
tiles were under the power of sin (v. 9). In view of this, 


"Then what becomes of our boasting? It is excluded. On 
what principle? On the principle of works? No, but on 
the principle of faith” (v. 27). 


To insist, as some do, that since there is "activity" involved in the 
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plan of salvation, namely baptism, then salvation is by faith AND 
works, is to totally nullify what Paul is here saying. If we're justi- 
fied by faith PLUS works, then the sinner does indeed have reason 
to boast, and all that Paul said above means nothing. Works is the 
very thing that allows boasting. Faith excludes boasting because 
there is no work involved and thus salvation must be attributed to 
God's grace. "For by grace you have been saved through faith; and 
this is not your own doing, it is the gift of God—not because of 
works, lest any man should boast" (Eph. 2:8,9). Can anyone even 
pharaphrase it more clearly than this? 


Why can't brethren be satisfied with God's plan for saving souls? 
One Texas editor used his whole editorial proving that baptism is a 
work, and concluded that salvation is by faith AND works. [If that's 
the case, then Paul had it all wrong and we may as well remove the 
book of Romans from the Bible, and portions of several others. 


It seems though that just about everyone understands that works 
cannot merit salvation, yet many will continue to insist that works 
are involved in justification without seeming to realize that works 
demand payment, that where works are involved merit is involved, 
that a debt is owed to the one doing the work! Here again Paul is 
very clear: 'NNow to one who works, his wages are not reckoned as 
a gift but as his due" (Rom. 4:4). Now, let those who advocate 
works in the scheme of redemption tell us just what is our "due" 
from the works that they insist upon. 


It seems that some of our people have a morbid fear that someone 
will remove baptism from the "plan." It should be. Baptism is not 
in the "scheme" of redemption. It is not the "cause" of forgiveness. 
Baptism, too, has its place, but not in the groundwork of salvation. 
This is the next topic for discussion. i 

—S___——_——=.—————— 

"A sectarian is one who defends everything his party holds or 
that will help his party, and opposes all that his party does not hold 
or that will injure the strength and popularity of his party. The 
partisan takes it for granted everything his party holds is right, and 
everything the other party holds is wrong and to be opposed. Hence 
the party lines define his faith and teaching. He sees no good in the 
other party. He sees no wrong in his own party, unless some one 
in his party should love truth and oppose an error of his party or 
defend a truth of the other party.'' - David Lipscomb 

HI KK KKH HK HK KH 

'I want to be a Christian —nothing more, nothing less. I don't 
want to be sectarian, denominational, or factional. I want to be a 
born-again believer, a brother to every other born-again believer, 
a brother to every other born-again person in the world, and a 
truth seeker with all those men and women who have been born 
from above by the regenerative power of God."' - Rubel Shelly 
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EDITORIAL - from page 2 


from brethren which state that the indwelling Holy Spirit 
makes it possible for the Christian to do any of the above 
mentioned things. The implitation, whether stated or not, 
is that manis unable to do these things without the indwell- 
ing presence of the Holy Spirit. 


It seems that Willis believes that the Holy Spirit has done his duty 
in giving us the Bible and is no longer needed. ‘We have the word, 
so who needs the Spirit'’? he seems to be saying. 


He then calls upon "faithful '’ brethren everywhere to help "in 
exposing the Calvinist doctrine of the sanctification of the Holy 
Spirit.”’ Interestingly enough, bro. Dean said, '"Though one is sanct- 
ified or set apart, at the moment of conversation, so far as mere 
gtate or relation_is concerned, sanctification of the Holy Spirit, in 
one point of view, is unquestionably a progressive work." This 
“progressive” aspect of sanctification is also an idea bitterly op- 
posed among some brethren. 


Yet, even though the subject under dispute is a serious one, both 
brethren remain in fellowship with each other. Here we have a 
perfect example of UNITY IN DIVERSITY. 


In the Jan/Feb 1983 issue of The Bible Way (edited by Pervie 
Nichols), Ray Hawk and W. Gaddy Roy take issue with one another 
on an article published in Words of Truth magazine. The problem 
dealt with the meaning of 'The End of the World" as mentioned in 
Matthew 28:20 and Hebrews 9:26. Bro. Hawk's first article was 
printed in Words of Truth magazine, but the editor would not allow 
bro. Roy to respond because "he was in agreement in principle with 
brother Hawk"; but the rebuttal was later printed in The Bible Way. 
Hawk maintains that the end of the world in Matthew 28:20 means 
the end of the Jewish age, while Roy contends that it means the end 
of time, the consumation of all things. Hawk says that if Roy is 
right, it would mean that we would be able to perform miracles, as 
per its parallel account in Mark 16:15-20. He even sees premillen- 
nial leanings in the teaching. Naturally bro. Roy takes an opposing 
view and sets forth a good argument in defense of his position. 

Bro. Hawk displays a good attitude in saying that his article was 
written "with the hope that we will (1) continue studying the Bible, 
(2) review our old positions, (3) exchange ideas, (4) test positions 
without testing fellowship, and (5) love one another." 

Can anyone ask for a better display of UNITY IN DIVERSITY ? 


What we have revealed here is nothing new or startling. Brethren 
have differed with each other publicly for generations. Ina sense it 
is good to have our views tested in this fashion. But the thing that 
is so totally incomprehensible, is that most of these brethren are 
adamantly opposed to the concept of UNITY IN DIVERSITY!!! LI 
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MANDATE. 


will in all wisdom and spiritual understanding; being fruitful in 
every good work, and increasing in the knowledge of God.. .that in 
all things He might have the pre-eminence" (Col. 1:9-18). 


I believe that our task is clear, and the responsibilities unalter- 
able. We are to train up our children in the nurture and admonition 
of the Lord. May we now consider the following mandates for the 
Christian parent: 

i. As parents we must exercise our responsibilities for the 
spiritual welfare—heart, soul, mind—and development of our child- 
ren. We are to help them build themselves in God. 

2. We are to do this in the home and in the truly Bible-based 
Christ-centered church and school. 

3. We must not submit our children to the dictates of any educa- 
tion or system of education—private or public--that is not founded 
on the word of God or that seeks to separate any part of the child's 
heart, mind or body from the will of God and a life apart from God. 

If your child or children is in a state-controlled school, I suggest 
you find a Christian school in your area. Remember, the ministry 
of the state is not education, not evangelism, but justice. We must 
turn to the home and the church for the education of our children. 


2428 Elsmead Drive, Montgomery, Alabama 36111 
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EDITORIAL: 
SEASONS OF REFRESHING 


In these days when humanism seems to have a foothold in our 
educational system, when it appears fashionable to publicly poke 
fun at moral standards, when it seems.that news commentators 
take delight in casting well-known religious figures in a bad light, 
and when it appears that our courts of justice have ruled in favor of 
atheism — striking down every attempt to balance the teaching of 
evolution and creationism in our public schools, we are grateful 
for those few occasions when we read articles such as the one on 
the next page. Mr. Woodward is the editor of the Huntsville News, 
a local morning paper. It is indeed refreshing to find a newspaper 
editor who keeps his head and refuses to be stampeded by popular 
trend, who writes from personal conviction rather than to follow 
the easy path of humanism. Mr. Woodward often comes up with 
editorial gems, such as the one titled "The Playmate", involving 
the young lady from Athens, Alabama who posed in the nude for 
Playboy magazine (she is a member of the Church of Christ). Mr. 
Woodward said, “A 19-year old woman is certainly capable of de- 
Ciding for herself whether she wants to exploit herself by posing 
nude for a magazine. But to tell the world that what she did does 
not violate the doctrine of her religion is another matter. We don't 
know of any church which would uphold one of its members posing 
nude for a magazine. So, when Susie Scott, who posed nude for 
Playboy's May issue, made such a statement last week we were 
more taken aback by what she said than what she did, for the Bible 
she professes to consult for guidance plainly condemns immodesty, 
the love of money, and the pride of life. 

"If Susie Scott wants to pursue her ambitions in the nude that is 
certainly her right. But she should be ashamed for bringing such 
reproach upon her religion." (1 April 1983) 


It is frightening how easy it is for some to be led astray. How 
many others who profess to be Christians would do the same thing 
if they had the chance? Satan has such an easy job. The editor is 
right in saying that no church would condone one of its members 
posing nude for a magazine. But we sometimes wonder what the 
churches are doing in bringing their members to spiritual maturity. 
What kind of spiritual food are they being fed? Certainly some of 
the seed sown will fall on shallow ground, but if it takes root there 
is no excuse for it to wither away. It only has to be cultivated and 
watered. It will develop its own root system that will enable it to 
withstand the dry season. Maybe elders should spend more time 
overseeing the teaching program and leave the paving of the parking 
lot to the deacons. I am not implying that the elders of the Athens, 
Alabama church are at fault in this matter. It could happen in any 
congregation in any city. 
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‘in the beginning...’ 


Lee Woodward Used by permission 
Editor, Huntsville News (dated 7 April 1983) 


————————— 





Well, they‘re at it again—trying to figure out how the world 
began. 

Some of those cosmologists who thought it all began with a "big 
bang’ are now saying that the "big bang" may not have occured, 
after all. At least not quite in accordance with the theory that has 
dominated cosmological thinking for some years. 

They have this new theory now that is gaining some attention. 
One of the terms being tossed about now is “inflationary universe. " 
This term reflects the idea that the universe began with virtually 
nothing — not with a]l matter and energy packed into one concentra- 
tion, as the "big bang" theory holds —and then expanded with 
colossal speed, creating everything from that almost nothing. 

I wonder where they got that idea? Genesis, perhaps? 

"In the beginning God created the heaven and the earth, 
and the earth was without form, and void...” 

Alan H. Guth of the Massachusetts Institute of Technology, first 
proposed the inflationary universe theory. He speaks of the “seed” 
which became the universe we now observe. At the start, he spec- 
ulates, it may have been tinier than an atomic particle, with less 
mass than an apple. But then... 

Well, this is what theorectically came next, according to Guth. 
All the rest of the universe's mass —in the form of energy—was 
created in a burst of expansion whose initial phase lested far less 
than one second. We are told that at this stage all particles of 
matter were identical, as were the forces acting on them. 

If that seem a trifle hard to grasp, consider this: 

"Only when the universe cooled off to a mere 20 billion billion 
billion degrees Fahrenheit,'' writes Walter Sullivan of the New 
York Times, ‘did the particles and forces begin segregating into 
the diverse forms seen today." 

Sullivan says this "is seen as a ‘phase change’ in the nature of 
matter comparable to the phase changes of water to ice." 

What strikes me as most interesting about all this is Guth's 
conclusion that "it becomes very plausible that our observed uni- 
verse emerged from nothing or from almost nothing." 

This, when you come down to it, sounds rather like the postulate 
in that ancient cosmological statement that I quoted earlier: 

"In the beginning God...'' 

Physics and faith seem to be getting closer all the time—maybe 
no further apart than the diameter of a subatomic particle. 

How about that? 

2117 W. Clinton Avenue, Huntsville, Alabama 35801 
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BREAKING THE SHELL 


The way of the transgressor is hard! And the way of the reformer 
is not soft! A reformer cuts across the grain. He seeks to re- 
mould that which automatically sags back into the shape it has long 
occupied immediately upon release of tension. People are resistant 
to change. We like the familiar, the well-known, the stereotyped. 
Habit has a strange and magnetic attraction for us. We confuse 
wallowing in the old ruts with walking in the old paths. And that is 
true whether the reform be personal, political, social, economic, 
or religion. All growth is merely change. 


John and Edmund Cartwright were born in England. They were 
about thirty -five when the American Revolution began. Edmund 
began as apreacher. A visit toa spinning-mill turned him into an 
inventor. He developed a power loom but was violently opposed by 
the workers who feared for their jobs. One mill with four hundred 
machines was set on fire. It burned to the ground. Cartwright 
worked with Robert Fulton in developing the steamship. By 1797 he 
invented a machine which operated on alcohol. He was mocked and 
laughed at constantly. The world is just beginning to awaken to the 
possibility of alcohol as a fuel source in our day. 


John Cartwright became a lawyer. He took his stand with the 
American colonies. In 1774 he wrote "American Independence the 
Glory and Interest of Great Britain." He was denounced openly. He 
did not falter or flinch. He worked for universal suffrage, use of 
the secret ballot, the improvement of natural defences, and the 
liberties of Spain and Greece. In 1813 he was arrested for plain 
speaking, and in 1820 was indicted and fined for sedition. But he 
came to be known as "The Father of Reform."' Almost everything 
he advocated came to pass. A reformer must "learn to labor and 
to wait." 


One generation casts stones at its prophets. The next gathers 
them up and builds monuments of them. The first weeps because 
it cannot get along with them. The second weeps because it cannot 
live without them. The word cannot remain static. We cannot 
always retreat from reality. The old Chinese proverb is true that 
“He who spits into the wind spits in his own face.'' Woodrow Wilson 
said, in 1913, ''The man who is swimming against the stream knows 
the strength of it." 


Every age may need reformation, but not every age is ready for 
it. In 1110, Peter de Bruys appeared in Languedoc, in the south of 
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France, ‘preaching the gospel of the kingdom of heaven, and ex- 
erting the most laudable efforts to reform the abuses and remove 
the superstitions which disfigured the beautiful simplicity of the 
gospel worship.’’ He was burnt at St. Giles, in 1130, by the clergy 
who resented this new and intrepid reformer. Sometimes the world 
is not as ready for reform as the reformer is. Knowing that men 
live but once the reformer must heed the call before death sum- 
mons. Other ages are crying for reform. 


We believe this age is like that. It is tired of the trampling of 
the courts. It is sick of the weary round of meaningless ritual and 
liturgy. It is fed up with sermonizing, sacerdotalism and sacrilege. 
It has been filled to satiety with papers whose editors have assumed 
the stance of "little tin gods." It is fed up with their issuance of 
decretals, pronouncements and anathemas. Change is in the air. 
It is true that those who seek to call us back to the "lifestyle of the 
second mile” are still attacked, but it is by toothless lions whose 
fangs have long since been extracted. 


It is impossible to fulfill our task by grinding out the same old 
grist. The lukewarm attitude of many still makes God vomit. What 
honor accrues to the Prince of peace from a congregation of a 
thousand well-dressed worshipers where less than a score of indi- 
viduals ever serve in any way but by dishing out money, which is 
only a medium of exchange upon the bargain counters of commerce? 
Yet, many of these could be converted by men of vision into active 
participants in kingdom matters if only they were pointed to the way 
and told how to walk in it. 


Instead we make them slaves of a system and victims of a ven- 
detta. And the tragedy of a System is that those who do the most to 
keep the wheels turning are the first to become paralyzed. Many 
are doomed by doubts. Ali function through fear. Often, the higher 
one goes in the estimate of the manipulators, the lower he falls in 
his own eyes. He becomes ashamed to live and afraid to die. But 
it does not need to be thus. It can only be so long as one submits to 
being a cog in the gears of the Machine. A cog is always synchron- 
ized with others. Whenthey move he moves. When they stop he 
stops. We are called to be members of a body and not parts of a 
machine which has neither heart nor soul, and continues to operate 
without either. 


The body has allowed itself to be encrusted in a shell of organi- 
zation and institutional barriers. The life has been held down, held 
up and held back by the shell which effectively wraps around it. 
But itis now ready to burst forth. It will manifest itself in new 
forms. It will embody new ideals and embrace new ideas. No one 
is so foolish as to argue that we have exhausted the revelation of 
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heaven. When we come to die it will be with some truth still un- 
learned. No skeletal] hand reaching from the grave can guide the 
family of God. Our fathers were great men. They were good men 
and gentle, but they were ignorant of many things as are we their 
offspring. We were taught by imperfect men, and those whom they 
taught were imperfect. Humility seems to be the golden key which 
will open the door to greater enlightenment. 


If we were to ask almost any place what the most serious problem 
is today the answer, if honest, would be the same. It is apathy. The 
word literally means "without feeling.'' And it is not just apathy on 
the part of the world. It also affects the congregation of believers. 
What has transpired to cause it? The answer is obvious. There 
can be no feeling for one another where there is no community. The 
world, in its urbanization, has been shoving and thrusting people 
closer together and has just about brought about the death of com- 
munity. Without community there can be no communication. And 


without that, regardless of how power-packed a message may be it 
falls flat as a pancake. 


Years ago, there was closeness which was rea] and not forced. 
People clung to each other out of need. When my uncles married, 
my grandfather who was an imigrant with ideas right out of the old 
country, gave them each forty acres from his farm. Each time 
one of them got married all of the rest joined with him in erecting 
a new house. Soon there was a little community, a tribe, where 
there had been but a single family before. And they were close. 
On Sundays everyone was tozether, sharing food and conversation. 
When one became il] the others toox turn “sitting up" through the 
night, giving medicine and bathing the fevered brow. Now with 
hospitals and medical centers, one who is ill is taken out of the 
community. And frequently the nearest neighbors do not }now, nor 
actually really care what happens. 


Meanwhile the religious center, Jike the hospital, has taken on 
institutional aspects. Small wonder that people go at stated times, 
perform their ritual, deposit their financial gifts, and hurry home 
to wait until the next meeting. But sometimes there is a revolution. 
That is what I sense as happening now. Itis not attributable to the 
older staid and conventional members who would be content to stag- 
ger along and allow the body of Christ to tumble into the grave with 
their own body. it is young men and women who are sparking re- 
newal. They are lighting the fire. Praise the Lord. That is better 
than throwing cold water on the fire. 


139 Signal Hill Drive, St. Louis, Missouri 6312] 
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LAST REQUEST 
JG James Moe 


Especially meaningful and precious to us are the last re- 
quests and utterances of loved ones who have finished their 
course on this earth and await the Judgment day, Earlier in 
this school year there was a student who was in constant 
trouble. Not a day went by that he did not at least get a 
detention. He was constantly in my office. I had suspended 
him three times. Needless to say, he was failing. During 
his last suspension, his father died suddenly of a heart 
attack. When the boy returned to school after the funeral, 
his mother came with him. They related to me that the boy 
had promised to honor his father's last instructions to him, 
that he behave in school and try to pass. There has been a 
remarkable change in the boy's attitude and behavior. 


All of Jesus' teachings should be of importance and in- 
terest to us, but those instructions and requeststhat he gave 
and made when his betrayal and crucifixion were imminent 
should be especially meaningful and precious to us. They 
were the last things on his mind so they must be especially 
important to the well-being of his spiritual body. 


John 13:35 - "By this all will know that you are my 
disciples, if you have ‘hate' for one another," 


John 15:12 - "This is my commandment, that you 
'hate’ one another as I have ‘hated’ you." 


John 15:17 - ''These things I command you, that you 
'hate' one another," 


It should be obvious to you that I misquoted all three of 
these verses of scripture. Jesus did not tell us that unbe- 
lievers would recognize his disciples by their hate for one 
another, He did not command us to hate one another as he 
hated us, But if you look at the divisions among the disci- 
ples of Christ today, particularly among those connected 
with the American Restoration Movement, you would think 
that Jesus did command us to hate one another. 


Not too long ago I heard a brother in Christ say about 
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some brethren who differed with him as to the distribution 
of the Lord's Supper, that those brethren were no better than 
heathen as far as he was concerned, How callous can we 
get! How judgemental! 


some read the three verses under consideration in the 
following way. 
"By this all men will know that you are my disci- 
ples, if you tare in doctrinal agreement’, "' 


"This is my commandment, that you 'doctrinally 
agree with one another as I have ‘'doctrinally 
agreed with you'’." 


"These things I command you, 'that you be in doc- 
trinal agreement with' one another,"! 


These verses do not command doctrinal agreement among 
the disciples of Christ. Someof those disciples who condi- 
tion their fellowship upon doctrinal agreement are some of 
the most disagreeable and disagreed people in the body of 
Christ. Their only consistency is their inconsistency to 
their teaching that doctrinal agreement is necessary to 
fellowship. 


When Jesus spoke these words in John 13:35, 15:12, and 
15:17, Judas was present, If Jesus could tolerate Judas when 
he knew what Judas was going to do, why can't we be more 
friendly and tolerant toward those who disagree with us 
doctrinally? Why does a brother have to be chastised ver-~ 
bally, mentally beaten, and ostracized because he doesn't 
interpret the scriptures exactly as we do? 


In the first Corinthian letter we read that the apostle Paul 
told the brethren toostracize an immoral man, The purpose 
of this action was so that the man's conscience would bother 
him, thus feeling ashamed he would repent, He did repent 
and the apostle told the Corinthians to ''forgive and comfort 
him" and "reaffirm your love to him," 


For many reasons the inspired apostle taught against 
ostracizing those who wereof different opinions, One reason 
being that ostracizing persons because their intellects caused 
them to reach different conclusions would not make them 
feel ashamed and want to conform, Nor should it! Such 
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actions tend to wed people to their opinions, 


The apostle Paul knew that ostracism is usually a power 
play on the part of the party leaders, They fear for their 
control of the party. The party spirit has encrusted their 
hearts and they are fearful that if doctrinal disagreement is 
permitted along certain lines their position of power will 
be eroded. 


Party leaders are always cautioning the rank and file about 
being too loving and tolerant, They caution, ‘Let's not go 
too far, '’ which is the equivalent of saying, ''Let's not love 
too much," You can't love to much! Persons who areafraid 
of loving too much have a faith problem. They are afraid 
that the Holy Spirit is really going to penetrate their hearts 
and tear away that crust of the party spirit like shelling 
a nut. 


Jesus said, ''These things J command you, that you love 
one another,'' Could he have been more clear and plain! He 
saw love of the brethren as being of supreme importance to 
the proper functioning of his spiritual body and the conversion 
of the world. It wasn't long after Jesus had gone back to 
heaven that Satan began to work to get brethren to disregard 
and downplay the commandment to love one another, 


We are where we are today, much divided and unloving, 
because we have let Satan deceive us. He wants us to act 
impulsively and to rationalize our unloving decisions and 
actions toward those we label as "brethren-in-error'' as 
being for the good of the cause and for maintaining the purity 
of the church. We have fallen into Satan's trap. 


My prayer is that we will reconsider those instructions 
and requests that Jesus gave and made when his betrayal 
and crucifixion were imminent, Let them be the meaningful 
and precious motivations in our lives that they should be. 
Only then will the world know that we are his disciples. 

P.O. Box 811, Corcoran, California 93212 
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BOUND VOLUMES VI thru IX are still available at $5 each, 
including postage. We will not bind the May 1982 through 
April 1983 set, but will combine it with the current year. We 
will also start the next printing year in January 1984. - Ed. 
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Beyond Churchanity 
Fed W. Daniel 


(Editor's Note: This is a continuation of the article started in the 
May 1983 issue of Ensign.) 


We have understood neither church nor unity. As a result, we 
often contribute to the very thing we despise. An institutional view 
of church unity will almost invariably manifest itself in ways which 
create real division. The symptoms include insistence upon, 


1) Conformity in Thinking. Experience and reason, not to men- 
tion revelation, prove that this is an impossible dream. Truly, 
“we can no more think alike than look alike''—so we use arbitrary 
criteria to determine when to apply this standard. Your relation- 
ship to your physical family is not based upon thinking alike. Your 
relationship in God's family shouldn't be neither. Differences of 
opinion — even in doctrinal matters — should not necessarily disturb 
this kind of unity. Insistence upon conformity does. As Robert 
Fife said, 


The "free and uncoerced devotion" which properly belongs 
to the Christian man is of necessity a devotion which ex- 
presses itself according to one’s understanding. So it is 
that diversity may more truly manifest the unity of faith 
than uniformity. The common distinction between ‘faith" 
and "opinion" tends to blidd us to their relationship. The 
understanding of each disciple is formed as he joins with 
others in learning after Christ and appropriates the truth 
to himself within the context of his life. Only as one lives 
according to his understanding can he be "counted faithful". 
(Acts 16:15)! 


2) Conformity to Institutional Norms. When we turn God's shep- 
herds into a "boardof directors, '’this laind of slavery will inevitably 
result. The concept of individual liberty is turned into a meaning- 
less phrase, for we are told that elders have unlimited authority to 
legislate in these ‘areas of freedom." 


Actually, Jesus forever settled the question when He unequivocally 
rejected the type of leadership that is based upon the exercise of 
authority (Mat. 20:25). Peter specifically applied this injunction to 
elders {1 Peter 5:3). Shepherds lead by instruction and example— 
not by pronouncements from on high. 


3) Conformity in Time and Place of Assembly. This example of 
institutional norms deserves special consideration. As previously 
mentioned, the first century assemblies were of a more fluid nature 
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than we sometimes suppose. It is generally conceded that the 
Christians met primarily in homes, yet communities of more than 
50,000 Christians are considered as a single unit. The saints in 
Rome, Ephesus, and Colossae met in several private homes. 
Nevertheless, the Corinthians, at least, sometimes had assemblies 
involving "the whole church.""? 


What shall we make of all of this? —At the very least we should 
see that it is not necessary to meet at the same place and time to 
have unity. Who should decide when and where? Obviously, those 
who desire to meet together. No one else is authorized to force 
that decision on them. 


BEYOND "CHURCHANITY" 


Perhaps our problem is in thinking in terms of organizational 
structure at ail. All agree that the "universal church" is an organ- 
ism (a body). But many contend that the "local church" is an 
organization. If this is true it is a strange body, indeed! Imagine: 


My head sends the command for my hand to grasp an 
object. But instead of responding, the hand informs the 
head that it must first get permission from the elbow (who 
had recently been elected as leader of the 'Right-Arm 
Or ganization").* 


Such concepts nullify the whole concept of "body". The head of a 
body does not delegate authority, but lives in intimate relation to 
each part of the body. Any system which subjects God's free man 
to the whims of any man, or group of men, can not be made to 
harmonize with New Testament teaching. 


Within our Restoration heritage, men have usually tried to bring 
about unity in one of two ways: 


1) Unite all Christians by focusing on merging church institution- 
al structures, or, 

2} Unite all Christians by converting them to “the one true 
church." 


I would like to offer a third alternative for consideration. It is 
time for us to recognize that we are not the authors of unify at all. 
Unity is a work of God through the Holy Spirit (Eph. 4:3). As 
Marshal Keeble has been quoted as saying, "You can choose your 
friends, but you can't choose your relatives!" We are all sons of 
God through faith (Gal. 3:26). Our relationship to each other (the 
horizontal} is based upon our common relationship to our Father 
(the vertical). 


Since unity does not originate with us, but with God through the 
Spirit, our only choice in the matter is whether we will "walk 
worthy of the calling" (Eph. 4:1). Let us attempt to live in harmony 
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with the unity that God creates through his Spirit, by learning to be 
truly free in Christ. 


No church structure is really the essence of Christ's church. Ail 
institutional expressions of "church" are at best merely “para- 
church."’ That is, they are that "something extra’’ that makes a 
church more than just an assembly of Christians. They are not the 
church (assembly) itself. In 1880 J. H. Garrison asked a relevant 
question when he wrote: 


sometime ago there was a controversy between some of 
our papers on the question: "Are we a denomination?" It 
occurs to us that there is another questim lying behind 
that, that will help to answer it. It is this: Are we a 
church? If so, we are certainly a denominational church 
like all the rest. (Emphasis mine, TWD) ¢ 


"Are we a church?" It seems that in the past we have been con- 
tent to answer in the affirmative. Realities forced us to admit that 
we were. But must it always be so? —I wonder... ? 
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"The love of truth is a spirit of kindness and love toward all, even 
to the holder of error. He loves the holder of truth because he 
receives truth and strength from him. He loves those in error 
because he sympathizes with them and desires to impart truth and 
strength to them. He imows, too, the more truth and strength he 
imparts to others, the more he has for himself."' - David Lipscomb 


2 Be OB a 2 He Bn ae Be ae He 


Many are contused as to what the actual design of the judgment will 
be. Here is an important truth we need to learn: the purpose of the 
judgment will not be determinative (i.e., to decide anyone's fate), 
for one's destiny is determined by the way he dies (or meets the 
Lord). At the time of death, man enters a state of either comfort 
or torment, depending upon his spiritual condition at the time of his 
demise (cf. Luke 16:22-25; T1 Pet. 2:9). No one will need to wait 
until the judgment day to know what their eternal assignment will 
be. Rather, the purpose of the judgment day will be revelatory, i.e. 
it will be designed to universally make known some important truth. 
- Wayne Jackson, Christian Courier 
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Evolution Buff Felt, fr. 


Recently I examined our school system's sophomore textbook on 
biological evolution. I do not object to teaching a theory if it is 
presented totally as a theory and is compatible to the educational 
needs of High Schoo! students. But whena theory is advanced asa 
fact, both in the textbook and in the classroom (by some teachers), 
I not only object but I become a little indignant. 

The textbook refers to "the theory of evolution, " but it does not 
stop here in presenting its case. It says that "biolozists have found 
more evidence for the theory of evolution, ‘and then proceeds to 
deliver the "evidence.*' If genuine evidence has been found to 
support biological evolution, the theory ceases to be theory and 
becomes fact. Once evidence has been established, a fact or truth 
is born. As long as speculations and assumptions are pronounced, 
theory or opinion remains. The textbook manipulates words to 
sustain its view that the human creature evolved from brute ani- 
mals. A drawing of two pre-historic creatures looks more like 
animals than humans. [| deny that our ancestors looked like hairy 
beasts millions of years ago. "Hillbillies," yes, but not brute 
animals! 

The textbook deals with "selective breeding” of cattle, wheat and 
other living things, and calls this "evolution."" Perhaps. But this 
is not the issue. The issue is that when selective breeding among 
cattle produces thoroughbreds we still have cattle, not horses, 
dogs, or cats. The same species is preserved. And when selective 
breeding of wheat yields thoroughbred grain we still have wheat, not 
corn or barley. 

Selective breeding of monkeys and apes may have "hatched" 
thoroughbreds long ago, but not human beings. The thoroughbreds 
were monkeys and apes then and they are still monkeys and apes 
today. Healthy humans can produCe other healthy or "thoroughbred" 
humans, but they are still human creatures, not brute animals or 
robots. 

It should be understood that if human creatures evolved from 
brute animals, they (animals) would have counterevolved into ex- 
tinction. But no! They are still with us and moving about on all 
fours. We have come a long way since Adam and Eve. Our tech- 
nology and ingenuity far surpass theirs, but they were as much 
human then as we are today. 

Students, if you are convinced that a Power greater than organ- 
isms, fossils and selective breeding created humankind super- 
naturally, let yourselves be heard. You may exercise freedom of 
expression without becoming defiant. You are old and mature 
enough to disagree with your instructors while respecting their 
positions of authority. Your ideas on man’s origin are no more 
“religious” than theirs. 

1003 Pilot Avenue, Cherokee, Iowa 51012 
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Calvinism or Scripture? 


R. L. Kilpatrick Part 6 


We continue our series on Calvinism or Scripture without the 
usual introduction, as the reader is now surely aware of our intent 
to set the record straight as to what "grace-unity" brethren teach 
which some have labeled Calvinism. Except, let me interject that 
to me it seems incredible that anyone could go on record, as bro. 
Roberts and many other brethren have done, in opposing grace and 
unity. It must surely be hard for them to "kick against the goads, " 
knowing that the Bible is filled with these topics. What goes through 
the mind of those who oppose, for example, “total commitment”, 
since they must surely know that Jesus taught total commitment? 
And what about those who oppose "love", even? I heard one Texas 
preacher say in a local ‘gospel meeting’ that he was "'sick and tired 
of hearing about all this 'lovvee’ stuff.’ Some seem to have no fear 
of God. The subject in this issue is "baptism", and here I'd better 
say again that I can only speak for myself, and especially on this 
subject, and it does not necessarily carry the endorsement of our 
grace-unity brethren. 


BAPTISM 


A. Under certain conditions, the pious unbaptized person is 
saved should he die in that condition, because he is covered by the 
grace of God. 

B. Baptism is faith. 


RE PLY: 


A. Bro. Roberts denies that he is a legalist but nowhere does it 
show up more than on the subject of baptism. Here he clearly 
establishes baptism as the "cause" of ones salvation. The sinner 
comes with faith, repents, and desires to submit his life to Christ, 
and the only thing standing in his way, preventing his sins from 
being forgiven and separating him from eternal life, is baptism. 
He performs (orhas it performed upon him) baptism and is reward- 
ed with eternal life. This clearly establishes baptism as a work 
that merits eternal life. The sinner is thus saved by the gospel 
plus something else because baptism is no part of the gospel. When 
we think of baptism in this way it clearly becomes a legal condition 
in the redemptive process. 

Yet any preacher will tell us that sinners cannot "merit" forgive~ 
ness by what he does. But the manner in which they explain these 
things sets up the very thing that they deny. We have without doubt 
assigned baptism a role in the salvation of sinners that God never 
intended. Our people can be amazingly callous when it comes to 
baptism. One brother said ina recent Firm Foundation issue, 
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If immersion in water (when it can be had) is necessary 
to obtain remission of sins and to insure man's eternal 
well-being, then all who have not received baptism for 
this purpose are still out of Christ and lost. This number 
would include a lot of good sincere people who are believ- 
ers in Jesus and who are trying to serve him." 


That's not only callous, it's downright cold-blooded! In other 
words, all who have not interpreted the subject of baptism as we 
have will be lost. This includes everyone from about 300 A.D. until 
about 1827 A.D., including Luther, Zwingli, Calvin, Wesley, Huss, 
Tyndale, Wycliffe, in addition to a host of others to whom we owe 
so much (it also includes all those scholars who gave us our 
hallowed King-James version. Isn't it strange how that those who 
are bound for hell could give us such a timeless masterpiece ?). 
Imagine, if you can, God sending to hell those who are "good sincere 
people who are believers in Jesus and who are trying to serve him." 
This is sectarianism at its worst. It blinds. Jesus tells us exactly 
what forgives sins, that is, the ".... blood of the covenant, which 
is poured out for many for the forgiveness of sins" (Mat. 26:28). 
If the act of baptism forgives sins why was it necessary for Christ 
to shed his blood? But most brethren will admit that baptism as 
such does not forgive sins, that it is the blood of Christ that for- 
gives. If that’s the case, then baptism is not for actual forgiveness 
but a means of "contacting the blood", as we phrase it, where for- 
giveness is found. However, the writer quoted above refuses to 
concede even this much (even though he implies that there might be 
an exception if water can't be "had"). 


If baptism is the act by which we come into Christ, and if 
it is the act by which we contact the blood of Christ, then 
we can know that baptism is for the remission of Sins. 


Here he says very clearly that forgiveness of sins is in the “act” 
of baptism. However, prior to this statement he warned us that he 
was going to talk about what the Bible said about baptism, and not 
what it says about grace, faith, or the blood of Christ. I would 
think that just about any important biblical subject should take into 
consideration grace, faith and the blood of Christ. This brother 
is flirting with ’‘another gospel.'’ He is not alone. We have surely 
glorified the act of baptism much more than the act of the cross. 
It is "In him we have redemption through his blood, the forgiveness 
of our trespasses according to the riches of his grace which he 
lavished upon us" (Eph. 1:7,8), The "gospel" plus something else 
is the "another gospel” spoken of by Paul in Galatians 1:6. These 
Jewish Christians insisted that one is saved by faith plus the ob- 
servance of the law of circumcision. It is exactly the same to say 
that sinners are saved by faith plus the law of baptism. They fell 
from grace. So will we. Baptism does indeed have its place, but 
we have never found just where. 
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In making the statement under "'A™ above, bro. Roberts has to be 
saying exactly the opposite of what he stated, since he is setting 
forth what he believes to be taught by "neo-Calvinistic brethren." 
This has him saying that God will NOT under ANY circumstance 
save a pious unbaptized person. Bro. Roberts is a lot more sure 
of this than Iam. I would be afraid to make such a statement. Who 
dares to "shorten the hand of God that it cannot save"? Since for- 
giveness of sins is a free gift of God's grace, who would presume 
to know when and upon whom He will elect to use his sovereign 
right to bestow it, even upon the pious unbaptized? Is He still the 
Sovereign God? Was God the God of grace only under the Old 
Testament law, such as saving the thief on the cross by faith alone, 
but can't show mercy under the New Testament because the law of 
baptism has been given. Does baptism supersede grace? 

Grace is not grace if the giver is not free to give it. Without 
such freedom the giver is under obligation to give it and grace then 
becomes a matter of debt. If something is given only after the 
recipient completes some prearranged terms, then the gift is not 
a gift nor is it free. It then becomes wages paid after the 'work" 
conditions are met. For this reason we cannot limit God's right 
to show mercy upon whomsoever he chooses (Cf. Romans 9 and 
Exodus 33). The biblical examples are too many to list which show 
that God looks on the heart and makes exceptions to law. I think it 
would surprise most brethren to learn that God is on our side! 

I know of no brother who goes about teaching a doctrine, as such, 
that God will save the unbaptized. The point usually comes up ina 
discussion of legalism (and it usually provides a good test in de-~ 
termining whose thinking is legalistic )}. The legalist must state 
without reservation that God WILL NOT save a pious, believing, 
penitent, Christ-loving sinner, regardless of how bad he wants to 
be saved, if he has not complied with the supposed law of baptism. 
For him there can be no exceptions, not even for the believing, 
penitent sinner who died of a heart attack on the way to the baptis- 
try (it actually happened). Even though God may want to save him, 
he can't do it because he has tied his hands by his own law. Who 
can believe it!? This is not the God we have learned through study - 
ing the scriptures. Admittedly we cannot state positively what God 
will do in such cases. But after understanding that we too have 
been saved by grace, we have no fear for the eternal destiny of 
those who have not the knowledge or advantages that we have, who 
love God just as much or more than we do, who may not have been 
immersed with the understanding that it is for the remission of 
sins. We should be content to teach what we believe the Bible to 
teach and leave it to God to figure out where to put the pious un- 
baptized. We can, however, state positively that God has never 
nor will he ever send anyone to hell on a technicality ! 

Believing this about God's mercy does not lend encouragement 
for procrastination. No sinner who has the desire to be saved will 
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delay his obedience. He who would do so, relying upon God's grace 
to save him in case something goes wrong, is not yet ready for 
baptism for he is not yet converted. Conversion requires a change 
of attitude. The man who would continue a little longer in sin on 
the hope that God would save him should he die in that condition is 
not a man under the conviction of sin, and he would have little hope 
of salvation. 

Why is it that preachers will admit that baptism as such does not 
forgive sins, as only the blood of Christ can forgive sins, and then 
turn right around and say that baptism is for the remissionof sins? 
It has to be one or the other; it can't be both. What, then, is the 
purpose of baptism? Is it just a test that God devised to see who 
would obey? Let's pursue the matter further. 


And without faith it is impossible to please him. For who- 
ever would draw near to God must believe that he exists 
and that he rewards those who seek him (Heb. 11:6). 


How much faith does it take to please God? And how does one 
measure the length, breadth, height, and depth of faith, and even 
if he could, how could he determine whether its dimensions meet 
the divine standard? Even though there is no yardstick to measure 
faith, there is this human need to know that one "pleases God" by 
what he is and by what he does. It is a case of man's finiteness 
struggling with the unseen. What we need is something concrete, 
tangible, or something visual! with which to compare spiritual truth. 
Forgiveness of sins is spiritual and unseen. It exists only in the 
mind of God who Himself is Spirit and unseen. 

For the most part, I believe all of us will agree that the sinner 
is saved by faith. The question is not what but when? When does 
faith save? Let's be careful with our quick and ready answer to 
this question. It's not as easy as it may appear. Take for example 
one who was born into a Christian family, who has known about 
God, Christ, Bible, Church, and even Baptism from earliest child- 
hood—who can't even remember NOT knowing these things. How 
can that person know at what point in his life he was saved "by 
faith"? "When he is baptized"', someone will chime in quickly . 
Again, let's go slow with the ready answer. 

If you will permit me to relate my own personal experience 
(which is the only kind I've ever had, really), it may help to point 
out the problem. I grew up in a Christian home and I cannot re- 
member not knowing all the things I mentioned above, and my 
memory goes back pretty far. In fact I could write a detailed account 
of some of my exploits at age three. My knowledge of right and 
wrong was just as extensive as the knowledge level that I had at 
that age. Not a great deal, I'll admit, but I believe that ones 
awareness of right and wrong is consistent with, and adheres to, 
the knowledge that is possessed—and this makes that "age of ac- 
countability*' rather nebulous. I learned at the ripe old age of 
three that chewing tobacco is not good for ones digestive system— 
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and I left plenty of evidence around to prove it. Should I have been 
baptized at three? I was baptized at 11. Was I lost in between 3 
and 11? I didn't feel lost. My prayer life was just as active then 
as now, and maybe better. When I did wrong I prayed about it. 
So when did I become lost? Someone will say when I learned about 
baptism. But I always knew about baptism. And, too, does learn- 
ing about baptism make one a sinner? It is my opinion, of course, 
but I don't believe there was ever a time when I was lost. I don't 
believe I was saved by baptism. Rather, I was assured that I was 
right with God, and it is here that we come to the real meaning of 
baptism. Baptism is God's gift to the believer through which he 
may appeal to God for a clear conscience. It is not a response to 
a commandment from God, but an answer from God to believers 
that their sins are forgiven. Peter states it most clearly in saying 
that baptism is "not the removing of dirt from the body ("filth of 
the flesh" in the KJV, which is a more accurate translation of this 
passage), but the answer of a good conscience through the resur- 
rection of Jesus Christ" {1 Pet. 3:21). Baptism is not our "answer" 
but God's answer to us to assure us that our sins are forgiven when 
we rehearse the gospel in the act of adying to the old way of sin, 
being buried with Christ, and being also resurrected with him. 
This sets the believer's mind at ease for he is able to associate 
forgiveness with avisible, simulated display of the gospel. As we 
stated on another occasion, baptism is a screen, a backdrop on 
which to portray the gospel where forgiveness is found. We should 
be extremely careful not to confuse the screen with the event por- 
trayed. Baptism is symbolic. It symbolizes the death, burial and 
resurrection of Christ (the gospel} whose shed blood forgives our 
sins. The ‘washing away" of sins is likewise symbolic because 
sins are not ''washed away". Sins are atoned for, which means 
they are "covered" by the blood of Christ. Faith justifies the sin- 
ner and places him in a category of "righteousness". His soul is 
not literally purified in the sense that his sins are no longer a fact. 
Rather than forgiveness making one morally pure, it only means 
that the sinner has escaped punishment by being numbered with the 
righteous. This is why it is said that Christians are justified sin- 
ners. We are still sinners even though God has "overlooked" them. 
Therefore, the 'washing away" of sins is only a symbolic expres- 
sion that depicts the manner in which God now regards us, i.e., as 
if we had never sinned and just as morally pure as if they had been 
literally washed away. 

One who grows up in faith will never be able to pinpoint a time 
when he became a Christian, thus "pleasing God." At what point 
was his faith strong enough to activate, soto speak, the mercy of 
God so that he might forgive his sins? Baptism is God's ordinance 
to the church designed to remove this uncertainty. The believer 
can then feel certain that he is "one of His." 

It has been suggested that when Peter said that baptism is not 
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the removal of the "filth of the flesh", he may have had reference 
to sins of the flesh''. The Greek word "rupos", translated "filth", 
is nowhere else used in the NT, even though a similar word"'rupoo" 
is used in Revelation 22:11, 'filthy'', and in 2 Corinthians 7:1, 
"filthiness of the flesh". Both obviously refer to "sins of the 
flesh.'' Consistency then would suggest that 1 Peter 3:21 be trans- 
lated in the same way. This would have Peter saying that baptism 
is not for removing the sins of the flesh, but the answer of a good 
conscience. Whether that be his meaning or not, it is immaterial. 
We already now that BAPTIBBM DOES NOT FORGIVE SINS! If that 
shocks anyone, then perhaps it's a pretty good gage on how far we 
have gone astray in our understanding of the gospel. Only the blood 
of Christ establishes the ground of forgiveness. Forgiveness takes 
place in heaven in the mind of God; not on earth in a physical act. 
We are coming dangerously close to apostasy on the subject of 
baptism. Those who succeed (in their own minds) in proving that 
baptism is a "work" certify their apostasy. Let us return the glory 
to the cross where it belongs. 

Another interesting word found in 1 Peter 3:21 is the Greek word 
"antitupos'’ which the KJV translates correctly as "figure". What 
Peter is saying is: baptism is likewise a figure of salvation just as 
the ark was a figure of salvation in Noah's time. He is not saying 
that Noah's ark was a type and that baptism is the antetype, but 
that both are types. Vine defines the word "‘antitupos" as, 

(b) a corresponding type, 1 Pet. 3:21, said of baptism; the 
Circumstances of the flood, the ark and its occupants, 
formed a type, and baptism forms ‘a corresponding type’ 
(not an antitype), each setting forth the spiritual realities 
of the death, burial, and resurrection of believers in their 
identification with Christ. It is not a case of type and anti- 
type, but of two types, that in Genesis, the type, and bap- 
tism, the corresponding type. (Expository Dictionary of 
New Testament Words) 
Why have we, for so many years, insisted that baptism in 1 Peter 
3:21 is the '‘antetype"’ of Noah's ark type? Our brethren have ex- 
egeted just about every word in the NT associated with baptism, 
except this one. Other Lexicons give the same meaning as does 
Vine. Just as "water'' was instrumental in transporting Noah and 
his family from the old world of corruption to a new world cleansed 
of all sin, baptism, figuratively speaking, does the same thing for 
those who believe in Christ. Notice that if Noah's ark is typical of 
the church and water is typical of baptism, and Noah's family was 
already in the ark by faith before the rains came, and if the type is 
a type of salvation, it certainly doesn't escape notice that believers 
are already in the church by faith before baptism; that is, if bap- 
tism is the antetype of the flood, which it is not. As Vine has said, 
baptism is "setting forth the spiritual realities of the death, burial, 
and resurrection of the believers in their identification with Christ" 
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In spite of the fact that so much credit is given to Campbell for 
restoring the truth of baptism, he never considered it a “condition" 
of salvation nor. a test of fellowship; nor was he ever immersed 
"for the remission of sins.’ Some have accused Campbell of being 
contradictory on the subject of baptism, and maybe he was. Here 
is what he said, 

There is no occasion, then, for making immersion, on a 
profession of faith, absolutely essential to a Christian— 
though it may be greatly essential to his sanctification and 
comfort. My right hand and my right eye are greatly 
essential to my usefulness and happiness, but not to my 
life; and as 1 could not be a perfect man without them, so I 
cannot be a perfect Christian without a right understanding 
and a cordial reception of immersion in its true and Scrip-~ 
tural meaning and design. But he that thence infers that 
none are Christians but the immersed, as_ greatly errs 
as he who affirms that none are alive but those of clear 
and full vision. (Millennial Harbinger, 1837, as quoted in 
"The Disciples of Christ", page 227) 
It seems that Campbell wasn't quite ready to condemn and sentence 
the whole religious world to hades as some of our people do today — 
without flinching. 

In reply to item B that "Baptism is faith", let me just say that 

baptism is an "act" of faith. 
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EDITORIAL: 
AN EVALUATION OF THE RESTORATION MOVEMENT 


Most of us who have been in the Church of Christ for awhile have 
more than a passing interest in our Restoration Movement. It's 
only natural for us to want to know who we are and where we came 
from, religiously speaking. Leroy Garrett has probably done more 
than anyone else in bringing the restoration movement closer to 
home through his recent book, "The Stone-Campbell Movement, An 
Anecdotal History of Three Churches". Leroy has a way of making 
it come alive by bringing the movement down to '’people” level. 

There have also been times when we wondered if anyone else but 
us knew about the Restoration Movement, and if perhaps we were 
overplaying the magnitude of it, since we seldom read references 
to it by other historians covering that period of American religious 
history. But it may be a case of others not wanting to remember, 
for the movement actually did take the Protestant world by storm 
for a number of years, as long as Campbell was alive. A bit of 
history comes down to us through several letters written by a 
theologian and former President of Amherst College, Dr. Herman 
Humphrey. Dr. Humphrey, a Presbyterian, gives a critical as- 
sessment of the Movement and through his letters we may learn 
something of the power and influence of Alexander Campbell and 
the Movement which he spawned. Our thanks again to Leroy Gar-~ 
rett for printing portions of these letters in the Fall 1961 issue of 
Restoration Review. We believe our readers will also find them 
interesting and so we will print portions of two letters in this issue 
of Ensign. Even though Dr. Humphrey says that he is "no prophet, 
nor the son of a prophet,''’ he came very close when he predicted 
that the Movement would scatter upon the death of Alexander Camp- 
bej]. Dr. Humphrey was able to see that the Movement was held 
together by the sheer dynamic power and personality of Alexander 
Campbell and that there was no leader on the scene to receive the 
mantle that Campbe}l would leave behind. The good Doctor based 
his conclusion on the fact that Campbell advocated the acceptance 
of all believers into Christian fellowship who acknowledged that 
Jesus is Lord, and that matters of doctrine were not to become 
tests of fellowship. Humphrey maintained that this would open the 
door to every kind of doctrinal belief imaginable. He reasoned that 
without a powerful leadership the new Movement would hack itself 
to pieces because of the wide differences in doctrinal matters. He 
saw unity as a possibility only if the church draws up its creed to 
state clearly what is to be accepted as orthodox teaching. This, he 
believed, is what holds a church together. What he failed to realize 
is that creeds, even though they may holda denornination together, 
also keeps them separate from other Christians. The very thing 
that Humphrey foresaw as the downfall of the new Movement is 
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Liberal or Merciful? 


“~~ CT] 
Charles Geiser 

We have bandied the term "liberal" around for so long that now it 
has to be defined by the person using it to know what it means. We 
do not use the word ''mercy"' much in our conversation, have you 
noticed? But I believe that in some "religious circles'' to use 
"mercy''is to be considered "sissified"' in some way. In thinking 
this way, we then fuse the definitions of the two words and make 
"merciful" appear "liberal'' when it is used. But if there is one 
thing taught in the Lord's Word, it is the subject of ''mercy.'' 

{ believe "liberal'' still carries the essential] meaning of any 
departure from the authority and teaching of the Bible. This can 
mean either in the many plain, literal sentences that are in God's 
Word or the allegorical terminology of Bible eschatalogy (Gal. 4: 
21-23, e.g.). There is surely no reason to doubt, ''So then faith 
comes by hearing, and hearing by the word of God" (Rom. 10:17). 
There are many, many passages in the Bible that can be under- 
stood by any man without any involved 'interpretations.'' Some 
things are "hard to be understood, '' as Peter noted of Paul's 
scriptures (I Pet. 3:15, 16), but at the same time ''these things are 
written that ye might believe that Jesus is the Christ the Son of 
God..." (John 20:30, 31). 

The word "'mercy'' has been understood {by way of explanation) 
to be that which comes a person's way which should not have been 
justly done. We did something wrong, we deserved punishment 
according to law, But the person with authority of law decided not 
to punish. Now think of God and us. Paul wrote to Titus, ‘But 
after that the kindness and love of God our Saviour toward men 
appeared, Not by works of righteousness which we have done, BUT 
ACCORDING TO HIS MERCY HE SAVED US..." (Titus 3:4, 5a). I 
do not think that to be merciful to our brethren and friends in life 
is the same as being "liberal" or ''soft"' toward them. When we 
think about how much mercy each one of us received from our 
Father in heaven through Christ, and how much we continue to 
need, it should make us think seriously about how much mercy we 
should show toward others! James put it understandably, by the 
inspiration of the Holy Spirit, ''For he shall have judgment without 
mercy, that hath showed no mercy; and mercy rejoiceth against 
judgment" (James 2:13). I really believe we ought to spend as much 
time on mercy as we do on some other topics in the Bible. 

Charles Geiser ministers to the West Avenue Church of Christ 
in Ashtabula, Ohio, and he edits a paper called "'Studies in Bible 
Prophecy.“ 
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1) The Bible teaches that God is rich in mercy (Eph. 2:4). We 
ought to be everlastingly thankful that God is rich in mercy and 
begin acting accordingly. Without that mercy we never would have 
heard of Calvary, atonement, sacrifice, blood, salvation, or any 
of the many blessings of God. At the same time we should be 
grateful that God's "mercy endureth for ever" (Jer. 33:11). It was 
by this same eternal mercy that Paul often admonished the saints: 
"I beseech you therefore, brethren, BY THE MERCIES OF GOD, 
that ye present your bodies a living sacrifice, holy, acceptable unto 
God, which is your reasonable (spiritual) service’ (Rom. 12:1). 
Who was it that "smote his breast, saying, ''God be merciful to me 
a sinner’'? (Luke 18:13). Remember him? "Abundant mercy"? (1 
Peter 1:3). Definitely! 

2) Can we obtain mercy? Paul said he had. ‘And I thank Christ 
Jesus our Lord, who hath enabled me, for that he counted me 
faithful, putting me into the ministry; who was before a blasphemer, 
and a persecutor, and injurious: BUT I OBTAINED MERCY, be- 
cause I did it IGNORANTLY IN UNBELIEF" (1 Tim. 1:12, 13). Have 
we ever done anything "ignorantly""? Do we need the mercy of God 
for it? "Remember not the sins of my youth (said David), nor my 
transgressions: ACCORDING TO THY MERCY REMEMBER THOU 
FOR THY GOODNESS SAKE, O LORD" (Ps. 25:7). How we should 
echo the statement of David in our own lives. What was one of the 
three things God wanted in Micah 6:8? ". .. But to do justly, AND 
TO LOVE MERCY, and walk humbly with thy God."" I do not judge 
how many New Testament saints do "love mercy," but we all should 
truly make an effort to do so. If we would just sit down for a 
moment (maybe for many moments), and consider that we need, 
yea, require, the mercy of Godin our lives, we could become much 
improved in our Christian actions. Our attitude toward others 
would take on a new aspect (without any fear of being called liberal), 
something we verily had never known before. Jesus had just begun 
his Sermon on the Mount, when he said, "Blessed are the merciful, 
for they shall obtain mercy” (Mat. 5:7). Could we impregnate such 
a verse from Jesus deep in our hearts and honestly remember that 
the merciful shall obtain mercy—and that we never forget it! 

Mercy—"'The outward manifestation of pity" (Vine, p. 60). If we 
"fear God and keep his commandments" (Eccl. 12:13, 14), then we 
can enjoy God's mercy. His commandments are not "'grievious" (1 
John 5:3) to those who will love his truth. I see humility and mercy 
travelling hand in hand in our relationship to God. If we can hold 
to humbleness of mind and heart, we can hold to God's mercy. 
Humility brings exaltation from God along with His mercy. "Humble 
yourselves in the sight of the Lord, and he shall lift you up’' (James 
4:10). We can "come boldly unto the throne of grace, THAT WE 
MAY OBTAIN MERCY, and find grace to help in time of need'' (Heb. 
4:16). Let us have mercy on others as we should and not let 
“liberal” confuse us. 

P. O. Box 1154, Ashtabula, Ohio 44004 


The “Sacrament” Theory of Marriage 


Olan Hicks 


Is the covenant of marriage a SPIRITUAL bond or simply a 
MARITAL bond? Is it a commitment between two people or is ita 
three way contract, involving God as the third party? When one 
enters a marriage does he also enter a covenant with God in so 
doing? Certainly any vow or agreement one makes is made in the 
sight of God and one becomes "guilty" of violating the will of God 
when he swears falsely or breaks his promises. But this is not the 
question being raised here. Surely no one contends that a man has 
the right to break his word or that God would not hold him guilty 
when he does. Our question concerns the nature of the "word" that 
is given by the parties to a marriage union. The question is CAN 
it be broken sinfully, not SHOULD it be? 

Although brethren generally reject the term "sacrament" and 
some are even offended when their theory is identified as such, the 
fact remains that most basic questions concerning divorce and 
remarriage being disputed among us today, revolve around the 
question of whether or not the sacrament theory of marriage is 
true to the scriptures. Apparently brethren prefer the phrase “holy 
bonds of matrimony,'’ and this term they use freely. But this is, 
in fact, the very phrase used so often by the Council of Trent in 
declaring marriage to be a sacrament. It denotes essentially the 
same thing. 

But more important than the semantics of how one says it, is the 
question of whether or not the idea itse]Jf is scriptural. Catholic 
writers have stated it this way: "A sacrament is a sacred sign 
instituted by Christ to give grace... The sacraments not only make 
us aware of divine life, they actually produce this life within us." 
("Life In Christ", pp. 161-3) Is this a correct idea? What about 
their idea that when one marries a wife he also unites himself with 
Christ in the process? "Christ made marriage a sacrament, giving 
ita new meaning, a new power, and a new beauty. He made mar- 
riage one of the great ways of encountering him and receiving his 
grace. When two people take one another in marriage they are 
uniting themselves not only to one another but to Christ." ("Christ 
Among Us", p. 316) 

Do you say this is not what brethren believe? Look again. H. 
Leo Boles, in his tract on the subject, taken from a series of arti- 
cles in the Gospel Advocate, 1945, which is circulated as a standard 
work on the traditional side, said, ''There can be no marriage ‘in 
the sight of God' that does not involve all three sides— physical, 
moral, and spiritual." (p. 15) Roy Lanier, Sr., in his booklet 
“Marriage, Divorce, and Remarriage, '’ another standard work 
among traditionalists, give a diagram on page 29 placing God at the 
apex of a triangle, a third party in every marriage contract. Vir- 
tually all writers for the traditional viewpoint set forth this idea, 
as their theological starting point on the subject of divorce and re 
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marriage. This theory led Catholic theologians to a 'Once married 
always married" conclusion, the impossibility of divorce. The 
same theory has led our brethren to the same conclusion. ''Oncea 
man and woman are completely united in the sacrament of matri- 
mony, they remain truly husband and wife until the death of either 
of them. A separation, a divorce, or an attempted marriage with 
another person does not destroy the marriage bond." ('Understand- 
ing The Catholic Faith", p. 257) 

‘When one divorces for trivial cause and marries again, he enters 
an unholy union. The union is unholy in God's sight because God 
holds him bound to his first partner. Divorce for any cause other 
than fornication does not destroy the union in God's sight... since 
divorce for trivial cause does not destroy that union, if the man 
marries again he is living with one woman while bound to another." 
(Roy Lanier, Sr., Booklet, p. 27) The difference between this 
concept and the scriptural one is that this says, "What God has 
joined together, man CANNOT put asunder,‘ whereas Jesus said, 
"What God has joined together LET NOT man put asunder" (Mat. 19: 
6). These are two entirely different ideas. The former concept 
produces rulings upon divorce-remarriage cases that has absolutely 
NO precedence among the apostles. The latter concept was stated 
by Jesus and caused no such result among his @isciples. 

It is true that one's covenant with God affects his covenants with 
other human beings, for in his vows to God the Christian pledges to 
keep his word whenever he gives it. But it is important to under- 
stand that the reason the true Christian is committed to honoring 
his marriage vows is NOT because it is a sacrament and .he cannot 
break it, but it is because this is the RIGHT thing to do. God is 
concerned about how people treat their marriage vows but NOT 
because he is a third party in the contract. It is because, as the 
God of al! living, he is always concerned that men do right instead 
of wrong. The disciple's covenant with God is what one enters at 
baptism, not when he gets married! The way in which God "joins 
together'’ a husband and wife is not by an individual ceremony as 
each couple gets marriec, but by the original authorization he gave 
for marriage at the beginning. When Jesus said that God joins them 
together (Mat. 19:6), he was speaking of "the beginning," as being 
the time when God set forth the specifications he spoke of (see vs 
4). It is no more rational to reason, ‘Since it is God that marries 
you, only God can unmarry you," than it is to reason, ‘Since it is 
God that saves you, only God can unsave you." 

Men ought not to destroy marriages. It is sin to do so. Men 
ought not to kill. It is sin todo so. Men ought not to depart from 
the way of God. It is sin to do so. But the idea involved in the 
sacrament theory, that it is impossible to do so, is not found in 
scripture anywhere, in reference to either murder, divorce, or 
apostasy. Man CAN choose to commit any kind of sin. When he 
does he becomes guilty before God and needs to repent. If he re= 
pents, or changes his mind about the sin, he will change his behav- 
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ior and stop committing the sin. This is simple enough if one stays 
away from the sacrament theory. The thief quits stealing and now 
deals honestly. The murderer quits killing and now would try to 
save lives. The apostate quits believing wrongly and now strives to 
obey God in everything. And the marriage breaker quits breaking 
marriages and now determines to be faithful to hismarriage for the 
rest of his life. It is simple enough—minus the sacrament theory. 
But if that theory is accepted and its principles applied, it really 
fouls up the workings of grace. In that system, quitting the sin is 
not enough. To say that a penitent thief can be forgiven, even if 
restitution is not made, and a murderer can be forgiven without 
restitution, anda liar can be forgiven without restitution, but the 
penitent marriage breaker cannot, is to specially classify marriage 
breaking and make it different to other sins. When a murderer 
kills, no one questions that the victim is really dead, even though 
God forbids killing. When a thief steals, no one questions that the 
merchandise is really gone, even though God forbids stealing. But 
when a marriage breaker breaks a marriage, it is said, the mar- 
riage is not really broken in God's eyes, because he forbids us to 
break marriages. Thus the marriage breaker is required not only 
to repent of that sin and mend his conduct now, he is also required 
to make RESTITUTION, to think of the marriage as still existing 
after it has been broken. He must not only repent of marriage 
breaking, he must repent of MARRIAGE ITSELF! As far as I know 
the principles applied to this sin are not applied to any other sin 
among us. They would not be applied to this one were it not for the 
sacrament theory. It does no good toverbaily disclaim the theory 
as long as you continue to employ its precepts in your reasoning. 

Back at a time when there was more objectivity among us, and 
less commitment to the theory described here, L. R. Wilson wrote 
‘Let no man suppose that I would encourage divorce, any more than 
I would encourage drunkenness, lying, stealing, envying, etc. But 
after men have been guilty of such sins I understand that God can 
and will forgive them and biot out their past completely, if and 
when they obey God's law of pardon. When this is done they stand 
on the same footing before God as any other Christian and, as far 
as I know, have a right to do anything that any other Christian has 
a right to dd’ (Firm Foundation, 3/28/39, p. 2). 

The principles of the sacrament theory are opposed to the prin- 
ciples of grace. The conclusion produced by that theory, namely 
forbidding marriage for many people, is identified in God's word 
as a doctrine of "demons" and as a mark of having departed from 
the faith (1 Tim. 4:1-3). Brethren, if we are to see marriage in its 
biblical perspective and understand how grace applies to the sin of 
divorce, we will have to lay aside this human theory. It has its 
origin and roots in the asceticism of the dark ages, not in the New 
Testament. We need to stop trying to make the Bible conform to it. 

P.O. Box 1253, Searcy, Arkansas 72143 
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EVALUATION - from page 2 


really the only thing that can bring unity into the realm of possi- 
bility. All believers can unite upon a confession of faith that Jesus 
is Lord, but it is impossible that all believers can think alike on 
the myriads of doctrinal issues over which we are now divided. 
The Doctor was right in predicting the break up of the Restoration 
Movement after Campbell's death, but he was wrong in believing 
that the broken pieces would die. They simply formed a sect a- 
round each broken piece. Therefore we must insist that Campbell 
had the proper concept for Christianity unity, and until we return 
to that concept our divisions will continue. (continued on next page) 


eEEKEKEEKEKEEEKEKEEE * EH 


I can't cross a line of fellowship that brethren have drawn against 
me and I shall not compromise my conscience to be at peace. I 
shall hate no one andI shall ask no one to violate his conscience. 
With sincere love for truth and for all brethren, including those 
who differ from me and even those who will not allow fellowship 
with me. I shall press on in these sunset years of my life, pleadinz 
that "In matters of faith there must be unity; in matters of opinion 
there must be liberty; and in all things there must be brotherly 
love. (Leslie Diestelkamp, "Think"', Vol. 13, No. 2, 1982) 


****** * ROMANS 14:1 ** ***** 


I do not have to like what my brother believes, but Iam com- 
manded to accept him and not to argue with him over opinions. Now 
the word translated opinions" in Romans 14:1 may well be rendered 
"inferences." It is not referring to prejudiced ideas, but to reason- 
ed conclusions. The word dialogismos is translated "'reasonings " 
in other places and the cognate verb dialogizomai is translated 
"reason'' 15 out of 16 times in the ASV. This passage does not 
allow a Christian to bind his inferences on his fellow Christians. 
Church splits seldom happen over disobedience to direct commands 
in scripture. Rather the ‘issues'' are almost always over matters 
where the teaching of scripture is not quite so plain and the appli- 
cation must be inferred from other scriptures. 

This is not to say that inferences are wrong. Each person must 
be fully convinced in his own mind. But it is wrong to bind your 
inferences on others or to refuse to accept them as Christians 
because they do not accept your line of reasoning. They must be 
accepted because Christ has accepted you both. (Bruce Terry, 
"Grace and Opinion", Firm Foundation, May 31, 1983) 
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from Restoration Review 


A PRESBYTERIAN CIERGYMAN EVALUATES 
ALEXANDER CAMPBELL AND HIS WORK 


Concerning the man who wrote the following letter Alexander Campbell 
said, “Herman Humphrey, D.D., formerly President of Amherst College, 
Massachusetts, is a gentleman and a theologian of well established character. 
As a writer of much vigor, fervid eloquence, and good taste, he occupies a very 
high standing amongst his contemporaries; and as a good, sound, orthodox 
Presbyterian clergyman, he has few superiors in the country.” 


President Humphrey's two letters concerning Alexander Campbe}? appeared 
in the New York Observer in about 1850, and they were republished by Camp- 
bell along with his response in volume 21 {1850) of the Mulennial Harbinger. 
After more than a century it appears that the disciples themselves are confused 
about the relevance of the Restoration concept. Such criticisms as the following 
will not only provide interesting descriptions of Campbell, but will allow us to 
see some of the problems the Movement faced in his time. We think it helpful 
to look at the early stages of the work of our pioneers through the eyes of their 
opponents.—TH€ Eotror 

No man of any religious denomination in this part of the country, has 
kept himself so prominently before the public for the last five and twenty 
years, or wielded so wide an influence, as Dr. Alexander Campbell, the 
acknowledged head and founder of that numerous secession from the regular 
Baptist order, which bears his name. He is now, and has been for many years, 
president of their College, in Bethany, Va. Having heard so much of him on 
my former visit to Kentucky, and since that time, I own that when, a few 
weeks ago, I understood he was in town, and would preach in the Campbellite 
church, I had a strong curosity to see and hear him. | did not think it right 
co gratify this curosity, by leaving my own place of worship on the Sabbaeh, 
but I had cwo opportunities in the course of the week. 

Though on the first evening, I went half an hour before the time, | 
found the house and aisles densely crowded from the porch up to the pulpit 
stairs. Very. many, 1 am sure, must have gone away beeause they could find no 
room, even to stand, within hearing of the preacher's voice. 

At fengeh Dr. Campbell made his way up through the crowd, and took 
his seat in the pulpit. He is somewhat above the middle stature, with broad 
shoulders, a little stooping, and though stoutly built, rather spare and pale. 
He has a high intellectual forehead, a keen dark eye, somewhat shaded, and 
a well covered head of gray hair, fast changing into the full bloom of the 
almond tree. I think he must be rather over than under sixty-five years of age. 
He looks like a hard-working man, as he has been from his youth up. Very 
few could have endured so much mental and physical labor, as has raised 
him to the commanding position which he occupies, and so long sustained 
him in it. His voice is not strong, evidently owing, in part at feast, to the 
indifferent state of his healeh, but it is clear and finely modulated. His enunci- 
ation ts distinct; and as he uses no notes, his language is remarkably pure and 
select. In his delivery, he bas nor much action, and bur litcle of that fervid 
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outpouring which characterizes western and southern eloquence. There is 
nothing vociferous and impassioned in his manner. I think he is the most 
perfectly self-possessed, the most perfectly at ease in the pulpit, of any preacher 
I ever listened to, except, perhaps, the celebrated Dr. John Mason, of New 
York. No gentleman could be more free and unembarrassed in his own parlor, 
At the same time, there was not the least apparent want of deference for his 
audience. 

In laying out his work, his statements are simple, clear and concise; 
his topics are well and logically arranged; his reasoning is calm and deliberate, 
bur full of assurance. His appeals are not very earnest, nor indicative of deep 
feeling; but, nevertheless, winning and impressive in a high degree. There 
were many fine, and some truly eloquent passages in the two discourses which 
I heard; but they seemed to cost him no effort, and to betray no consciousness 
on his part that they were fine. In listening to him, you feel that you are in 
the presence of a great man. He speaks like a “master of assemblies,” who has 
entire confidence in the mastery of his subject and his powers, and who expects 
to Carry conviction to the minds of his hearers, without any of those adven- 
titious aids on which ordinary men find it necessary to rely. On both evenings 
when I heard him, he held the great congregation, for an hour and a half, 
in that profound stillness which shows that his listeners are not aware of the 
lapse of time. 

Dr. Campbell’s first discourse was an exceedingly interesting eulogy, 
if I may so call it, upon the Bible, glancing rapidly at some of the internal 
proofs of its divine origin, dwelling as much as his time would allow, upon 
its wonderful! history, biography and prophecies, and following the sacred 
stream down through the several dispensations, or, as he expressed it, through 
“the sear-light aod moon-light ages of the patriarchs, and of the Jewish 
commonwealth,” till the glorious Sun of Righteousness rose upon the world, 
and introduced the Christian era. 

The text on the following evening was, “Great is the mystety of god- 
liness.” It was an able and orthodox discourse throughout. He dwelt chiefly 
upon the two clauses of the text, “justified in the Spirit, received up into 
glory;” and I cannot, in justice, refrain from acknowledging, that I never 
remember to have listened to, or to have read a more thrilling outburst of 
sacred eloquence, than when he came to the scene of the coronation of Christ, 
and quoted that sublime passage from the 24th Psalm, beginning, “Lift up 
your heads, O ye gates, and be ye lift up, ye everlasting doors, that the King 
of Glory may come in;” when he represented al] the angels, principalities 
aod powers of heaven, as coming together, to assist, as it were, in placing the 
crown upon the Redeemer's head. 

Dr. Campbell is certainly a great man. He is a Scotchman by birth; was 
educated, I believe, in the University of Glasgow; was licensed by one of 
the Presbyteries in Scotland, and emigrated to this country at an early age, 
with his father, who was also a Presbyterian preacher. They settled first on 
the southern border of Pennsylvania. What year they came over, or how long 
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they remained in the Presbyterian connection, I have not been able to learn; 
but it could not have been many years, for both broke off and joined che 
Baptists in 1812. Alemander “being a young man of great natural gifts, a 
cool, clear head, a smooth, oily eloquence, a respectable share of learning, 
considerable knowledge of human nature, and a keen, polemic turn,” the 
Baptists welcomed him with open arms, as a great acquisition to their de- 
nomination. Low as their opinion was, at that time, of “book-learning,” they 
were glad enough to have a champion come over to their ranks, armed cap- 
a-pie, for any fueure conflice with the Presbyrerians, whom he had lefe on 
the subject of baptism. Bur chey licele knew what was co follow. Mr. Campbell 
soon convinced them that he did not come over co fight their barcles under 
any dictation, nor to stop where he found them; but co lead them oo "unto 
perfection.” He soon commenced a weekly paper, which he entitled the 
Christian Baptist, and which had a wide circulation. In this paper he gradually 
brought out those views of baptismal] regeneration which so distracted and 
rent the Baptise churches of Virginia, Kenrucky and Tennessee, for many 
years, and resulted in one of the most remarkable schisms which can be found 
in the ecclesiastical history of this country. In this great reformation, as Mr. 
Campbell doubtless regarded it, he was essentially aided by the great stress 
which the old Baptists laid upon the efficacy of immersion; making it fall, 
as their preachers were understood to hold, bur little shore of spiricual 
regeneration. Mr. Campbell had co go burt one step further to reach the point 
at which he aimed. Discarding all creeds, as mere human inventions, he 
maintained that “Believe and be baptized,’ were the only requirements of 
the gospel; and that upon this broad Bible plarform persons ought to be re- 
ceived inco the church, without asking any snoie questions. They might 
beifeve the scriptures in any sense they chose, and no one had any right to 
inquire how they understood any chapter or verse. That was a matter, he 
insisted, between God and themselves alone. 

Mr. Campbell's reasonings in the pulpit and by his pen, in suppore of 
the new doctrine, were so extremely plausible, and men are always so ready 
to forsake “the old path up che hill of difficulty,” and take the newest and 
easiest road to heaven, it is no wonder that “he drew away disciples after him," 
and became, as I have said, the acknowledged founder and head of that 
numerous sect in the west and the sourh, which now bears his name. 

I have no room in chis letcer to follow him in his extraordinary career, 
down 00 the time of the celebrated debate, of nearly three weeks, which rook 
place at Levington, in 1843, becween him aad Dr. Rice, now of Cincinnati; but 
must reserve what | intend to finish in this, for ad0ther communication. 


ace wil] not permit the inclusion of all of President Humphrey's second 
letter, i we will give those pi barenra™ that are especially critical of Camp- 
bell’s work of reformation. Humphrey's judgmenta, we think, are relevant to 
our own stady of the meaning of oration. A good discipline for us ie to ask 
ourselves how we would answer bim. Campbell answers both letters in detail, 
which we cannot now include. Our chief concern in this presentation is to gain 
some insight into how the Restoration Movement wes evaluated by its responsi- 
ble opposition } 
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“Such was the zeal of the prociaimers,’ says Dr. Davidson, one of the 
highest authorities to which I have had aecess, "that they swept over Virginia, 
Keneicky, and the other western country, like a torrent; whole churches, both 
of Baptists and Methcdists, declaring for them, and their progress has been 
onward ever since, swelling, in less than twenty years to 150,000 members 
and upwards.” Mr. Campbell boasted in his debate with Dr. Rice, in 1842, 
that his denomination numbered 200,000, not all, however, in this country ... 

The professed object of these Reformers is, by abjuring wricten creeds, 
and taking the Bible alone as their platform, to break up all the existing 
denominations, and bring them together into one great Christian brotherhood, 
having “one Lord, one faith, one baptism.” It is an imposing scheme, well 
ealculated to dazzle weak eyes; but practscally to corrupt and ruin the churches, 
by filling them with the most discordant materials. Anybody who will examine 
the theory of one grand organization, on Mr. Campbell's plan, will see that 
it opens the door to every shade of error which men can embrace, under the 
general and very indefinite declaration that chey believe the Bible to be che 
Word of God; and thus breaks down the distinction between the church and 
the world. So it has proved in the Campbellite churches. 

Mr. Campbell himself tells us in his Méllennsal Harbinger, a monthly 
of immense circulation, which he has edited and published for more than 
twenty years, “We have had a very large portion of this unhappy influence 
to contend with. Every sort of doctrine has been proclaimed, by almose all 
sorts of preachers, under the broad banner, and with the supposed sanction of 
the begun Reformation.” 

So it always must be where there is no creed, and no way of ascermining 
how applicants for admission into the church understand che Bible. There 
are, 1 know not how many more than thirty different seces in this great valley, 
claimiog the Christian oame, not one of whom could be shut out or questioned 
upon Mr. Campbell’s scheme. Fsfty men, if so many ean be found, “holding 
all sores of doctrine,” and no two of them holding the same, might unite and 
call themselves a church of the Reformers, having come out from all the 
other sects for this very purpose. And this is the sort of union by which the 
world is to be eoaverted! ... 

The consequence is, that “every sort of doctrine” is proclaimed by their 
preachers, and embraced by their members. This being the case, it is a mystery 
to many, how they have kept together so long, and spread themselves over 
SO wide a territory. 

It is certainly a remarkable chapter in ecclesiastieal history. I have no 
doubt.it is mainly to be ascribed ro the extraordinaty influence of their founder. 
I had almost said their law-giver. Mr. Campbell has for more than twenty 
years wielded a power over men’s minds, on the subject of religion, which 
has no parallel in the Protestant history of this country, nor in the Romish 
either. No single individual has ever made such inroads upon other denomina- 
tions, and in his Jife-cime planted churches and been the animating spirit and 
soul of them all for a quarter of a century, as Alexander Campbell 
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And how has he done it? By a rare combination of those talents which 
are necessary to make a popular leader; by great knowledge of human nature; 
by an education far superior to that of any of his disciples; by his smooth and 
captivating eloquence as a preacher; by his skill as a debater; by his easy 
address and vast personal acquaintance in his wide circuiss, and by the un- 
tiring industry of his pen and his press. Besides the books which he has 
published, and which are everywhere found in the hands of his followers, che 
Msllennial Harbinger, edited, and che important articles written by himself, 
goes monthly into thousands of families, and gives him a sort of ubiquity 
of influence which no other ecclesiastic in this country has ever had over so 
many minds and so wide a space. This I take to be the secret, if there be any, 
of Mr. Campbell’s prodigious moral power. His great strength lies, not in one 
prominent faculty, but in the harmonious working of many; not in his preach- 
“ing alone, nor his press alone, nor his college alone, nor in his industry, nor 
in his personal popularity, nor in his far-reaching policy alone, but in the 
combined convergency of all... 

But Alexander Campbell! is mortal. He is now an old man, and when he 
is “taken from their head” on whom will his mantle fall? I believe there is 
no one in the connection to receive it; n0 one whom they will think entitled 
to wear it. Whenever he departs, the great central attraction, which in spite 
of so many discordant elements, has so long held them together, will cease. 
The central orb, around which as satellites they revolve, once struck out, 
what shall save them from the nameless disturbances and catastrophes of 
sinister arcractions? 

I am no prophet, nor the son of a prophet, but it seems to me, that 
churches constituted as the Campbellite churches are, embracing all sorts of 
members, with “all sorts of ministers,’ preaching all sorts of doctrine, cannot 
stand, a single generation after the death of their founder. They muse change 
their system or fall to pieces. So many elements of repulsion cannot long 
coalesce. Almost any error can bold its gtound for a long time, if it will be 
consistent with itself; buc there must be a union of homogeneous elements. 
Alexander Campbell has undertaken a task which no mortal man can ever 
accomplish .. . 


Love is the law of life because the self cannot be truly fulfilled unless it 
be drawn out of itself into the life of ochers—REINHOLD NIEBUHR 


Although men cannot possibly live without one another, they have great 
difficulty living together—greater difficulty than any other species. It is one 
of life's paradoxes that it is in the species in which individuals depend most on 
one another for their fulfillment that the greatest conflice occurs—REINHOLD 
NIEBUHR 
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Calvinism or Scripture? 


R. L. Kilpatrick 


"Brethren, I state categorically that the listed items are part and 
parcel of Calvinism and/or its consequences" - Tom Roberts 


GOSPEL AND DOCTRINE: 
A. Gospel and doctrine are mutually exclusive of each other. 


B. Fellowship with God is established by gospel alone and no 
doctrine can limit this fellowship. 


C. Since no doctrine can limit fellowship with God, fellowship 
with brethren should not be limited by differences in doctrine, 
either. 

D. The only grounds for limiting fellowship or withdrawing 
fellowship in the local church are: (1) a denial of Jesus' deity, (2) 
moral turpitude or (3) trusting in law-keeping for justification. 


Since it is evident that bro. Roberts takes the opposite position 
on these matters, it appears more that he is attempting to justify 
division rather than exhibiting concern for Calvinistic teachings. 
Before any "unity'’ brother would declare that all that bro. Roberts 
says is correct, he would have to define the extent of the word 
doctrine’. Since doctrine simply means "teaching" there has to 
be a limit as to what one may teach and still be considered a God- 
fearing Christian. The Gnostics also taught a "doctrine", that 
Christ had not come in the flesh, and any such teaching goes far 
beyond what any brother would endorse and fellowship. When unity 
brethren say that ''no doctrine can limit fellowship with God", the 
meaning is that no "issue'’ such as cups, classes, supporting the 
Herald of Truth, instrumental music in worship, premillennialism, 
and all such like, can break fellowship with God because God 
couldn't care less about our "issues.'’ Roll all our issues up into 
one and God wouldn't give a plug-nickel for the lot of them! Our 
people would like to have us believe that God is looking down from 
heaven and wringing his hands over some ''sponsoring -church- 
arrangement’. If he is, then itis surely because brethren make 
such an issue out of it and draw lines of fellowship over it. Those 
who oppose such things as Herald of Truth will not be lost because 
of their opposition to what they believe to be wrong. But they could 
very well be lost because of their unloving attitude. 

One of the things that promotes divisions within the church is the 
mistaken view that Gospel and Doctrine are the same thing, in fact, 
it is one of the most dangerous concepts ever devised because it 
sets forth the principle and premise that brethren use to justify 
disfellowship and division. Those who hold tenaciously to this view 
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guarantee division! Here's how it works: 

If the whole New Testament is gospel, then each and every person 
must think exactly alike and must all interpret each and every 
scripture in exactly the same way, or one or the other is guilty of 
‘not obeying the gospel of Christ''. He is teaching another gospel" 
(Gal. 1:6,7). He "abideth not in the doctrine of Christ'’ (2 John 9), 
or so the accusuations go. So this means that every brother must 
think exactly alike on every issue or we will have division. Note 
the following from J. T. Smith's Miami Bulletin: "But as long as 
brethren insist on having the ‘Sponsoring Church Arrangement, ' 
for which no Bible authority can be found, then there wil} be 
division."' In other words, he is saying that unless everyone sees 
it exactly as he does, ''then there will be division."’ If God could 
feel embarrassment, I'm sure his face would turn red over some 
of our earth {or heaven) shaking issues. Yes, bro. James, our 
people are surely "fiddling (around) while Rome burns." 

The very fact that ''gospel” and "doctrine" are translated from two 
different Greek words should be a tip-off that they have different 
meanings. World scholarship recognizes the difference. No one 
has written more effectively and more clearly on this subject than 
Carl Ketcherside. The following article by brother Ketcherside is 
from the February 1965 issue of Mission Messenger. We run it 
here because it fits perfectly the subject at hand, and because he 
says it so much better than I can. 


Gospel! and Doctrine 


W. Carl Ketcherside 


It is an outstanding achievement of divine wisdom that salvation 
is made contingent upon belief of facts incorporated in news, rather 
than upon knowledge of abstract reasoning or deductions drawn 
from doctrinal truths. The gospel is a unitive force because it 
consists of facts proclaimed by credible witnesses. These facts 
must be accepted or rejected. If accepted at all, they must be 
accepted as facts. All who so accept them are brought together in 
the one to whom they relate, regardless of ignorance about matters, 
immaturity, or lack of understanding of what will be further en- 
tailed. No subject should challenge a divided church more than the 
nature and content of the gospel. We propose to examine the word 
from the standpoints of etymology, scripture and scholarship. We 
make no apology for the length of our treatise because of the im- 
portance of our theme 


MEANING OF THE WORD 


Our English word "gospel" is from the Anglo-Saxon "gode spel,'' 
good news, and was chosen as the best equivalent to the Greek 
euangelion. This was formed by adding the prefix "eu'’ good, toa 
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root meaning "message, tidings, or news.'' The gospel is an evangel 
and one who proclaims it evangelizes. One cannot evangelize saved 
persons, for the evangel is a summons tothe lost. Its purpose is 
to lead men to a state of salvation or righteousness. One who be- 
lieves the gospel and is baptized will be saved from his past sins, 
his unregenerate state or lost condition. The gospel precedes faith 
and produces it. It is not a fruit of faith but the seed of it. Itis 
addressed to unbelievers and not to believers. 

The difference between the gospel and the apostolic doctrine is 
readily seen by application of simple logic. Jesus said, ''Go into 
the world and preach the gospe]) unto every creature.'"" The gospel 
is to be taken to the world. It is to be proclaimed unto every un- 
saved person. But the apostolic doctrine was addressed to churches 
composed of the saved, or to individual believers. Not a single 
epistle was addressed to the unsaved in the community, although 
the obligation to take the gospel to them was referred to in one 
instance (Romans). The apostolic doctrine was to "the church of 
God" (1 Cor. 1:2), “to all the saints in Christ Jesus" (Phil. 1:1), and 
"to the faithful in Christ Jesus" (Eph. 1:1). It was not to lead men 
to believe and be baptized but to tell them "how to behave them- 
selves in the house of God" (2 Tim. 3:15). 

One of the clearest passages showing the difference between the 
gospel which begets as a precedent to birth into the family, and 
subsequent instruction given to the sons is found in 1 Corinthians 
4:14, 15. "I write not these things to shame you, but as my beloved 
sons [warn you. For though you have ten thousand instructors in 
Christ, yet have ye not many fathers; for in Christ Jesus I have 
betoggen you through the gospel.'"The gospel is the spiritual sperm. 
The one who deposits it in the heart is the father, on the basis of 
principal and agent. Those who are born are sons. Others may 
teach or instruct them, but they receive life through the evangel, 
or gospel. 

This is borne out by another apostle, Peter, who writes, '' You 
have been born anew, not of perishable seed but of imperishable 
by the word of God which is living and indestructible."" The writer 
identifies the seed thus, ''This word is the gospel which was pro- 
claimed unto you” (1 Pet. 1:25). The King James Version leaves 
the wrong impression by translating, ''This is the word which by 
the gospel is preached unto you."’ The Revised Version is more 
accurate. The gospel had been preached unto them before the new 
birth and in order to produce it. The gospel was for the world, the 
apostolic doctrine for the church. 

With that keen sense of discremination which characterized many 
of the pioneers of the restoration movement, Alexander Campbell 
wrote: 

There was teaching, there was Singing, there was pray- 
ing, there was exhortation in the Christian church, but 
preaching in the church, or to the church is not once men- 
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tioned in the Christian scriptures. 

Paul once, in his first letter to the church in Corinth, 
said he would declare to the Corinthians that gospel which 
he had preached to them, which also they had received 
and wherein they stood. We preach, or report, or pro- 
claim news. But who teaches news? Who exhorts news? 
We preach the gospel to unbelievers, to aliens, but never 
to Christians, or those who have received it (Millennial 
Harbinger, April, 1862). 


William Hurte, in A Catechetical Commentary, remarks about 
Acts 5:42 as follows: 


The apostles rejoiced and went on with their work, but why 
does Luke use the two words “'teach and preach Jesus 
Christ"'? The words simply indicate the two classes to 
whom they were daily ministering. To the unconverted 
they preached, and to this class this word is strictly ap- 
plicable, while believers were taught all things needful for 
life and godjiness. Tothe former it is, and always must 
be, proclamation —i.e., preaching —while to the latter it 
must always be instruction concerning the Lord's will. 


THE SCRIPTURAL USAGE 


Every kingdom must stand in two relationships to the people of 
the earth. There are aliens and citizens. The kingdom of heaven 
is no exception. Since it is the design of heaven to enroll as many 
aliens as possible into citizenry, and to train those who are induct- 
ed to become worthy citizens, there must be two separate and 
distinct messages from heaven. Both messages will be the word of 
God but they will differ as to subject, content andaim. The first 
will be proclaimed to all men who have not entered into Christ and 
it must consist of such facts as will motivate the world to accept 
His sovereignty over their lives. The second must be a course of 
methodical instruction calculated to develop those in Christ from 
spiritual infancy to maturity. 

The wordof God informs us that there are such distinct messages 
and there are specific terms used by the Spirit to designate them. 
Since the messages are distinctive the bearers of the message are 
also distinguished by terms growing out of the nature of the mess- 
age. The announcement of news in the Greek world was made by a 
herald. The word for sucha proclaimer was keryx and his mess- 
age to the populace, that is, the thing proclaimed, was the kergyma. 
A herald might announce either victory or defeat, that is, either 
good news or bad. Thus, there is nothing in the word kergyma 
which indicates the nature of the tidings. 

But the kergyma of the followers of the Messiah was universaliy 
and uniformly good news. So an additional term was used to de- 
scribe it. The term is euangelion, which means “glad tidings. ' 
The bearer of this message was called evangelistes, that is, a 
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bringer of good news. This good news proclaimed (or preached) by 
the herald, was announcement of victory in Jesus It must be re= 
membered that news has todowith facts and facts must be preceded 
by acts to which the proclaimer bears witness or of which he has 
knowledge. In view of this, the kergyma took on a definite form. 
It was "the thing proclaimed” and that thing was called the gospel, 
or good news. 

In 1950, the eminent C. H. Dodd, Professor Emeritus in the uni- 
versity of Cambridge, England, was invited to deliver the Bampton 
Lectures in America, at Columbia University. He chose as his 
general theme ''Gospel and Law."' Dr. Dodd is best known to most 
of us as Director of the Committee on Translation, which produced 
the New English Bible New Testament, and which is currently 
translating the Old Testament and Apocrypha. We offer no apology 
for a rather lengthy quote from the Bampton Lectures. 


According to the evidences of the New Testament, the 
earliest exponents of the Christian religion worked out a 
distinctive way of presenting the fundamental convictions 
of their faith, in a formula which they called "the procla- 
mation."’ The Greek word here is kergyma. Our trans- 
lators of the Bible commonly render it “preaching"; but in 
its current implications at the present day it is misleading. 
Kergyma properly means a public announcement or decla- 
ration, whether by a town crier, or by an auctioneer 
commending his goods to the public, or by the herald of a 
sovereign state dispatched on a solemn mission, to pre- 
sent an ultimatum, it may be, or to announce terms of 
peace. 

The Christian preacher thought of himself as an announ- 
cer oi very important news. He called it quite simply "'the 
good news," or in our traditional translation "the gospel. " 
It was this good news that was imbedded in the "'proclama- 
tion,'’ the kergyma. It was essentially a public announce- 
ment of events of public importance. 

Those who responded to this appeal and placed them- 
selves under the judgment and mercy of God as declared 
in Jesus Christ, became members of the Community, or 
church, within which the new life could be lived. These 
members were then instructed in the ethical principles and 
obligations of the Christian life. This course of instruc- 
tion in morals, as distinct from the proclamation of the 
gospel, is covered by the term "teaching," which is in the 
Greek didache. 


Now we have no desire to become boresome to our readers but it 
is time for us to grow up in our thinking and throw off the garments 
of mediocrity and superficiality. We must be vitally concerned 
about and involved in the struggle to learn what the Spirit meant in 
the words he chose to convey the thoughts of God. It will gain us 
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nothing to talk about "speaking where the Bible speaks," if we do 
not speak as the Bible speaks. We are not interested in pampering 
spiritual infants but in providing food for growth. Bear with us then 
as we quote from Alan Richardson, M.A., D.D., Canon of Durham, 
on page 172 of "Theological Word Book of the Bible." 


In the N. T. we find three words used: Euangelizesthai, to 
preach good tidings; katangellein, to declare, announce; 
and kerussein, to proclaim asa herald. The fundamental 
idea of these words is telling of news to people who have 
not heard it before—"evangelization."* In the N. T. preach- 
ing has nothing to do with delivering sermons to the con- 
verted, which is what it usually means today, but always 
concerns the proclamation of the "good tidings of God" to 
the non-Christian world. As such it is tobe distinguished 
from teaching (Gr. didache) which in the N. T. normally 
means ethical instruction, or occasionally apologetics or 
instruction in the faith. When the preachers (originally the 
apostles, later the accredited evangelists) had attracted 
hearers by their proclamation in the marketplace of the 
gospel of the cross and resurrection they handed them 
over to the accredited teachers for further instruction in 
the faith and preparation for baptism. Evangelists and 
teachers seem to have been distinct ministries in the 
early church. 


We plead your kind indulgence as we select one more statement 
from the scores of confirmatory quotations within the files which 
have grown out of our research. This one is from Martin R. Vin- 
cent, Baldwin Professor of Social Literature, Union Theological 
Seminary, New York, in his "Word Studies in the New Testament," 
Vol. 1, page 30: 


Matthew 4:17. To preach (kerussein). Originally, to dis- 
charge the office of a herald (kerux), hence to cry out, 
proclaim. The standing expression in the New Testament 
for the proclamation of the gospel; but confined to primary 
announcement of the message and facts of salvation, and 
not including continuous instruction inthecontents and con- 
nections of the message which is expressed by didaskein. 
Both words are used in Matt. 4:23; 9:35; 11:1. 


From investigation we fearn that the chosen envoys of Christ had 
a special message for the alien world. This was a prociamation of 
victory in Jesus. It consisted of the news of what God had done for 
those who were his enemies. Since it was contingent upon authority 
vested in Jesus, it could not be proclaimed until the heralds had 
proof that he had been ''Christed" (i.e., anointed) and elevated to a 
position of lordship. The proof came visibly, audibly and experien= 
tially on the Pentecost following his ascention. Immediately the 
message was proclaimed! The gospel was fully announced on that 
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occasion and fully obeyed by all who accepted it. This was nota 
partial seed and those who were begotten by it were not born de- 
formed. They were fully formed as God's children, although 
immature. 

Nothing else was ever added to the gospel after that date, although 
doctrinal truths were revealed as required or when circumstances 
demanded. These doctrinal truths were not a part of the gospel and 
no one whose life was corrected or enhanced by understanding them 
was ever said to have obeyed the gospel again. Obedience to the 
gospel is an act once for all, while partaking of the bread of life is 
a daily performance. The gospel produced life, the doctrine was 
for the training and discipline of the children after they had been 
born. 

Careful study of the historical accounts of the proClamation in- 
dicates that it was a specific message as to content. It did not 
depend upon rationalization, deduction or inference. It was not a 
compilation of laws, a code of ethics, or a collection of abstract 
propositions. It was a simple recounting of facts which, taken 
together, formed the kerygma. (to be continued) 


W. Carl Ketcherside has been invited to participate in the 
International Conference for Itinerant Evangelists to be held in 
Amsterdam, Holland, from July 12 to 21. The Conference will host 
the worlds leading religious figures. Congratulations, Carl. 
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Station A © Searcy, Arkansas 72243 


SEARCY, ARK. — On Monday, June 13, 1983 Harding University 
President Clifton L. Ganus dismissed Dr. Jerry Jones as chairman 
of the Bible Department and as a member of the University faculty. 

Dr. Neale Pryor has been appointed acting chairman of the de- 
partment. 

Ganus said Jones' termination was brought about by his refusal 
to disassociate himself with the "Crossroads movement" within the 
churches of Christ.. Jones was told in a letter May 20 that his in- 
volvement was hurting the work of Harding and that he had a choice 
of either lowering his profile in the movement or resigning. 

Jones replied to Ganus by letter May 24 to the effect that he would 
not desist from his Crossroads involvement and that he could not 
"refuse to speak to the various seminars and congregations across 
the country.'"’ On Friday, June 10 Ganus met with Jones, along with 
Vice President of Academic Affairs Joseph Pryor and Assistant 
Chairman of the Bible Department Conrad Hayes. Jones again was 
told that he would have to choose between Harding and his activity 
in the Crossroads movement in order to remain with the University. 

Jones told Ganus he could not give up his involvement with Cross- 
roads and on June 13, Ganus informed Jones by letter that he was 
dismissed from the faculty. 


President Ganus goes on to say, "I know there will be those who 
will not understand the situation and perhaps disagree with the 
Board and the administration...'' He's right on both counts, even 
though we pretty well understand that what we have here is a classic 
case of "expediency" winning the battle against Christian principle. 
What we have difficulty understanding is how Harding University, 
which is not noted for such sectarian displays, could treat one of 
its faculty members and fellow Christian in such an unethical and 
unChristian manner, and over what is surely just a matter of 
opinion=and then announce it to the whole brotherhood in an "Im- 
mediate News Release"! Whatever happened to professional ethics, 
Christian principle, and just plain brotherly love? I've always 
thought that these things should be “taught" in Christian schools 
rather than violated. Coming from some of our other Christian 
schools it would have been more understandable, for some excel in 
this sort of thing, but coming from Harding seems somewhat out of 
character. Is there more here than meets the eye? Jerry Jones 
seems to think so. (turn to page 9) 
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THE BIG MISTAKE 
W. Carl Ketcherside 


The latter part of a wise man's life is taken up in 
curing the follies, prejudices, and false opinions he had 
contracted in the former. — Jonathan Swift 


Suppose you were asked to state your opinion as to the gravest 
error contributing to the division in the religious world. What 
would be your reply? Would you mention the assumed infallibility 
of the pope of Rome? Or the doctrine of inherent total depravity? 
Or the dogma of transubstantiation? It is not one of these great 
items of controversy. Actually, there is almost universal 
agreement in the error and few Christians have ever given it a 
minute's thought. 

To lessen suspense let me say that I think the most fertile 
source of difficulty is the mistaken view that the new testament is 
composed of twenty-seven books or letters. The truth is that not 
one word of the new testament has ever been written with ink or 
put on paper, and the Bible clearly teaches that this is so. 

You must remember that the word "testament" means ‘''a cov- 
enant."' The two words are used interchangeably in your Author- 
ized Version. The new testament is God's new covenant, the old 
testament was God's previous covenant. 

The old covenant was given to the Israelites at Mount Sinai. It 
was written on two tables of stone. It consisted of ten command- — 
ments. Those to whom it was given broke it repeatedly. The ~ 
result was that God, the party of the first part, predicted that 
the day would come when he would make a new covenant. It 
would not be like the one he made when he freed his people from 
the bondage of Egypt. 

The distinctive difference was clearly stated. ‘For this is the 
covenant I will make with them after those days ... I will put my 
laws into their mind, and on their heart also will I write them." 
The result of this new covenant is defined, "And I will be to them 
a God, and they shall be to me a people." 

Careless students have always assumed that this meant that 
God would give his followers a series of apostolic letters, and 
through study they would absorb them into their minds and 
hearts. If this were the case there would be no real difference 
between the old and new testaments. The first one could also be 
written on hearts and minds in the same fashion, for what was 
written down could be studied. 

But the first testament was definitely said to be written in 
tangible fashion on a material medium. The second was to be 
different. It was not to be inscribed on a secondary substance. 
It was to be written directly on minds and hearts. 
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The word from which we derive "covenant" or “testament” can 
probably best be translated agreement. It is interesting that J.B. 
Phillips so renders it. “But Christ has been given a far higher 
ministry for he mediates a higher agreement, which in turn rests 
upon higher promises. If the first agreement had proved satisfac~ 
tory there would have been no need for a second." 

What is this agreement, this new testament? It is eternal re- 
conciliation with God, won for us by Jesus Christ, when his own 
blood acted as the key for his entrance into the Holy of holies. Upon 
the basis of that redemption, purchased while we were yet sinners, 
God proposes to receive us as his own. He accepted Jesus in our 
stead because we had nothing to offer, and now if we accept Jesus 
in our stead as all we have to offer, the agreement is ratified by 
blood. 

This is not as easy as it sounds. From one standpoint it appears 
that we are merely on the receiving end and this is true. But from 
another standpoint, to accept Jesus in our stead actually means the 
death of all we have held dear. Our dreams of personal greatness, 
our ambitions, our intellectual attainments, our social prestige, 
and in short, aJl of the things in which we have trusted and exulted, 
are found to be useless, fit only to be hurled into the garbage can. 

It is a little like bringing an armload of currency out of your 
private safe only to have a numismatic expert tell you it is counter- 
feit. All of your dream castles are shattered. At first you cannot 
believe it. You frantically try to salvage something good out of the 
worthless heap. You say that this bill or that one looks real. Itis 
all a fake, you are told. And precisely at the moment when you are 
willing to admit to God that you have nothing with which to purchase 
salvation, he tells you it was never for sale anyhow. 

All of these years you have just been deluding yourself, promis- 
ing that somehow, some day, some way, you would be good enough 
that you could step up to the window and say to the recording angel, 
"I'd like to speak to the manager, please!'' You've lived over a 
hundred times the imaginary encounter when you piled your treas- 
ured thoughts, your wisest words and golden deeds, on the divine 
desk, and said, ''Count them!'' And now you have to give all of it 
up and admit that you are penniless, bankrupt, homeless, and 
naked, and that you always have been and did not know it. 

It isn't easy for one who has been so wise to acknowledge abject 
ignorance, or for one who basked in imaginary affluence to admit 
that he has actually wallowed in penury. But when we arrive at 
that place where we fling out everything, every minute fragment of 
self-esteem, and we are down to the bare walls, we are ready to 
start living. Up to that moment we have been dying! 

Please forgive me for saying that one reason we have been so far 
off is because of the Big Error. We've always thought of the new 
testament, the agreement, as being a collection of letters and short 
documents written by the apostles or their contemporaries, and so 
we have regarded the covenant as being a law, the new law of God. 
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If we could understand every statement and implication correctly, 
and keep it meticulously, we would be saved. If we missed any 
point or overlooked anything, we would be damned. 

The basic problem in our thinking was that with our philosophy 
we were hopelessly damned before we started. No one can keep a 
law perfectly, and unless you do, you die. The very minute we 
convert God's dealings with us into a code, and predicate salvation 
upon it, we are gone, for no law can give life. And we need life, 
because we are dead in trespasses and sins! 

A little clear thinking should have shown us the fallacies in our 
thinking, for they are as big as balloons. I cannot take time to 
detail them ali, but allow me to mention one or two. If salvation is 
predicated upon law-keeping the law must be enunciated fully before 
any one is inducted into the relationship created by that law, else 
those under it will be committed to that of which they are wholly 
ignorant. 

The first covenant was legalistic and God led the people to Mount 
Sinai where he spelled out the law and had it written in a book, 
after which Moses sprinkled the book and all of the people. In the 
case of the new covenant many had died for the faith before a single 
apostolic letter was written, and it would not have been written 
then if the brethren in a remote province had not developed warped 
ideas about the second coming of the Lord. 

Moreover, if the apostolic epistles constitute the new testament, 
or covenant, only one of the apostles could have possibly understood 
all of its requirements, and that only because he outlived all of the 
others. But it is certain that eleven of the apostles did not see all 
of the epistles, and doubtful that the twelfth did, since they had 
been written to widely scattered areas. 

Again, the primitive saints could never have known whether they 
were fulfilling the terms of the covenant or not, since only a few 
localities had apostolic letters, and these were not collected and 
compiled as we now have them for several centuries. There were 
even questions at first about whether some deserved to be in the 
Canon, and these questions had to be resolved. 

The new testament is not a book. It is not a compilation of writ- 
ings. Letters and books are written with pen and ink and paper, as 
John plainly says {2 John 12; 3 John 13}. Paul says just as plainly that 
the new testament is not written with pen and ink (2 Corinthians 3:3). 
Thus, what Paul wrote, and what John wrote, was never referred 
to as the new testament, or agreement. The Bible does not say 
there are twenty-seven books in the new testament. It plainly says 
that the new testament, of which the apostles were made able 
ministers, is not written with ink. 

The new covenant is a person and the relationship created by the 
new testament is a personal relationship. God said, concerning 
Jesus, as the context clearly shows, "I will give thee for a covenant 
of the people, for a light of the Gentiles" (Isaiah 42:6). Again, 'T 
will preserve thee and give thee for a covenant of the people” (Isa. 
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49:8). Jesus is God's new testament. To receive him is to embrace 
reconciliation. "God was in Christ reconciling the world unto him- 
self." 

This is the real difference between the old and new agreements. 
The first was written on tablets of stone, the second on fleshly 
tablets of the heart. The second is written with the Spirit of the 
living God, and not with ink. The first was of the letter, the second 
is of the spirit. The letter kills but the spirit produces life. No 
law, no written code could ever produce life. 

Men and women were under the new testament and were a part of 
it, who never saw or read a Single one of the letters which the 
apostles wrote. The new covenant was complete on Pentecost. It 
was perfect that day. Nothing was ever added to it- Those who 
embraced the testament on that day, embraced it in all of its life- 
giving fulness. They were born again. They were children of God. 
They shared in the indwelling Spirit and he brought to their whole 
being new strength and new vitality. 

Our relationship is a covenantal one. There is no other divine- 
human relationship. God is our God and we are his people on the 
basis of a covenant. That covenant is proclaimed by the gospel. 
We enter into it by proper response to the gospel. The gospel is 
not a system of doctrines, a collection of letters, a code of laws, 
or a compilation of apostolic principles. 

It is good news about the person of Jesus, the covenant person- 
ality. It consists of seven facts, established by credible witnesses. 
These relate to his life, death, burial, resurrection, ascension, 
coronation and glorification. The assent to these facts, accompanied 
by the reformation of life demanded by them and the initiation into 
the divine sharing of life eternal, validates the agreement through 
the Spirit. God offers Jesus as the basis of reconciliation. Man 
accepts him as that basis. This is the agreement, the new testa- 
ment ratified in blood. 

Every individual on the face of this whole earth who has person- 
ally shared in the death of Jesus Christ and has thus broken the 
tyranny of sin over his life, is in Christ, and Christ is in him. Such 
persons are themselves "a letter that has come from Christ...a 
letter written not with ink but with the Spirit of the living God, 
written not on stone tablets but on the pages of the human heart. " 
If "you have been adopted into the very family circle of God" you 
are a new testament letter, the only kind there is, for it is specifi- 
cally said that the new covenant is "a covenant expressed not ina 
written document, but in a spiritual bond" (2 Corinthians 3:6). 
Nothing can be plainer than this. The new testament is not express- 
ed in a written document! 

Then, what are the apostolic epistles? The answer is quite simple. 
They are letters written to a covenant people. Not one of them has 
anything to do with bringing people into the covenant. They are no 
part of the new testament. They were all written to people who 
were already in the testamental kinship, and precisely because they 
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were in it. They are doctrinal, intended for the instruction of the 
children of God. 

The gospel is for the world, the apostolic doctrine for the saints. 
The gospel introduces into the testamental association, the doctrine 
teaches us how to live init. There is as much difference between 
the gospel and doctrine as there is between a daily newspaper and a 
marriage guide or a mechanic's handbook. There is the same 
difference as there is between a seed and plant food. The gospel is 
the sperm from which we are begotten, the doctrine is the bread 
upon which we feed after we are born. 

Why is the mistaken identity of the new testament so tragic? The 
answer is obvious. If our relationship to God is a covenantal one, 
contingent upon our grasp of the new testament, and if we conceive 
of the new testament as the collection of twenty-seven letters, we 
must conclude that no one can be a child of God who does not fully 
grasp every point of those letters. 

Most of those who postulate that this is the case have never 
calmly thought about the absurdity of such a position. This would 
mean that those who were initiated into Christ in the morning would 
have to be excommunicated in the afternoon, unless in the meantime 
they had come to a perfect understanding of every apostolic state- 
ment. If they were permitted to stay until they had time to learn, 
some infallible soul would have to determine the time required, or 
they would have to be allowed to continue so long as they were 
learning. [ff this latter situation prevailed it would be an admission 
that the apostolic doctrine was not the basis of fellowship or cove- 
nantal acceptance. 

If it be admitted that God accepts one at baptism with certain 
mistaken views and erroneous ideas, then those views and ideas 
can never afterwards be urged as a basis for rejection of the one 
who holds them, else God will be placed in the position of discard- 
ing a child for a birthmark even though he accepted him into the 
divine family with that disfiguration at first. 

In the physical realm no one expects a person at birth to eat all 
of the food he will require through his life, and if he lives for eighty 
years he is required to eat daily. By the same token a child of God 
cannot be expected to eat at the time of the new birth all of the truth 
he will ever digest or assimilate. Just as one's digestive ability 
has nothing to do with his acceptance into the physical family, so 
one's knowledge of apostolic doctrine has nothing to do with his 
being God's child. 

All of this simply means that it is the gospel, not the apostolic 
doctrine, which brings us into the fellowship, and thus it is the 
gospel which is the basis for our given unity, the unity of the Spirit. 
One should not use the apostolic doctrine in such a manner as to 
destroy the work of the gospel, for the kingdom of God must not be 
divided against itself. There are some fairly ignorant children 
in God's family, as is demonstrated by the fact that some cannot 
distinguish between seed and bread, but we cannot start driving out 


67 7 


those who do not know it all, else we will utterly divest the divine 
commonwealth of all of its citizenry. 

I shall regard every person who has obeyed the gospel as a letter 
of God, the new testament written with the Spirit upon human 
hearts. I shall remain one in heart with all such persons on earth 
regardless of where I find them for the new testament has also 
been inscribed upon the fleshly tablet of my heart. I know that [am 
redeemed, reconciled and justified. I am in the covenant and the 
covenant is in me. Because I am in the new covenant I shall read 
the letters addressed to a new covenant people. But I will not con- 
fuse my birth certificate with a cookbook or a test on mathematics. 
It is one thing to be born, a wholly different thing to learn how to 
solve problems as you grow up. 

139 Signal Hill Drive, St. Louis, Missouri 63121 





‘An abomination before the Lord” 
DAN ROGERS 


In Deuteronomy 24:1-4 we find the provision whereby under the 
Law of Moses a husband could give his wife ''a bill of divorcement" 
if he found "some uncleanness" in her. As we learn from Matthew 
19:3-9, although contrary to God's original purpose for marriage, 
this was a Divine concession granted through Moses because of the 
Jewish males’ hardness of heart. 

However, in granting this concession, God set forth certain re- 
strictions. For one thing, when the husband divorced his wife, he 
had to give her a certificate of divorce. Upon receiving this, the 
wife was then free to "go and be another man's wife.'' But, and 
this brings us to the second restriction, once becoming the wife of 
another man, she could never again be the wife of her former 
husband. This was the case whether her latter husband should die 
or in turn should divorce her. The reason she could never return 
to her former husband was because, once she became the wife of 
another man, she was ''defiled" with regard to her former husband. 
As such, for her to return to him was an "abomination before the 
Lord." 

According to Webster's dictionary, the word "abomination" means 
"Extreme disgust and hatred; abhorrence; detestation; loathing. "’ 
This English definition corresponds to the meaning of the word in 
the Hebrew, as, according to the Hebrew dictionaries, ''abomina- 
tion'’ may be variously defined as meaning, ''something disgusting, "' 
"an abhorrence, " "detestable, '' and "loathsome." Thus, to speak 
of something as being an "abomination before the Lord” is to say 
that the Lord views it with an attitude of extreme disgust and 
aversion. 

We draw our attention to Deuteronomy 24:1-4 and the meaning of 
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the word "abomination" because today some well-meaning brethren 
often advise others to do the very thing that Deuteronomy 24:4 says 
is an abomination before the Lord! What we here refer to is the 
advice that is often given to those who have unscripturally divorced 
and remarried, Quite often, those in such a situation are told: 1) 
That the present unscriptural relationship must be discontinued, 
and 2) that the one who has been previously married must return to 
the former mate if at all possible. 

It is not within the scope of this present article to deal with the 
first part of this advice. Rather, we are here concerned with the 
second part, that is, that the individual who has been unscripturally 
divorced and remarried must return to his or her former mate if 
at all possible. To advise someone to do this is to advise that 
person to do the very thing which Deuteronomy 24:4 says is an 
abomination before the Lord! 

Perhaps someone will say: Deuteronomy 24:4 is part of the Old 
Covenant, and we are no longer under the Old, but rather, we are 
under the New Covenant!"’ That is true. However, my question is 
this: "Just because there has been a change in covenants, does that 
also mean that there has been a change in God's attitude so that 
what he once held to be disgusting and loathsome in his sight, he no 
longer views as such?"' I do not believe so! Indeed, can the read- 
er think of anything that was once an ‘abomination before the Lord" 
but is no longer? If so, what? 

Quite frankly, even if brethren who say that those who have un- 
scripturally divorced and remarried must discontinue their present 
relationship are right, what good does it do to advise a person to 
get out of an unscriptural relationship, if the one who so advises 
then goes on to encourage that person to return to a former rela- 
tionship which is now viewed as an abomination before the Lord? 
The answer: ‘It does no good!" 

P.O. Box 277, Bellevue, Texas 76228 
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NEWS RELEASE - from page 2 


Has Harding's ‘'Board and administration" underestimated the 
power and influence of the Crossroads movement among Churches 
of Christ? If so, then firing a Bible professor for participating in 
Crossroads’ lectureships could land them in a much worse situation 
than merely having a "Crossroads influence" in the University. 
Because the firing is also an indictment against Crossroads and 
amounts to a charge of sin and false teaching. 

For the President to then say, ‘We will continue to search for 
God's truth and serve to hold fast to His inspired, inerrant word," 
amounts to an indictment against Harding University. Does "hold 
fast" to God's inspired word lead men to such flagrant violations 
of Christian ethics? EI 


69 9 


“Without the Camps” 
Kenneth Hells 


Perhaps you have heard of "'the tale of the man without a country." 
I have felt like the man without a church. Of course I know that 
when I became a Christian that the Lord added me to his church 
(Acts 2:47). But, the more I read and study the holy scriptures, 
the more I compare God's word to what my brethren teach and 
preach, the more uncomfortable I feel with what we do and say. 


I am a member of the church of Christ. From a babe I have 
known the holy scriptures and have been associated with the "'anti- 
Cooperation" camp within the churches of Christ. These days as I 
listen to our preachers and read their publications, I have come to 
realize how far we have drifted from Zion's shore. My brethren 
have "Phariseeized" the gospel into a law of works instead of a law 
of faith. 


"From the craddle to the grave" they have systematized, patter- 
nized, and codified the gospel. They have regulated salvation all 
the way from being baptized for THE right reason, to getting one 
last confessional prayer in before you give up the ghost. Of all the 
blessings and promises associated with baptism, I still have not 
figured out which one is THE right reason for baptism. And what 
if I die without confessing some sin of ignorance that I do not know 
that I have committed? My brethren have forgotten that "'the sab- 
bath was made for man and not man for the sabbath" (Mark 2:27). 


I would not feel at home in the ''mainline"’ churches of Christ 
because they have ''institutionalized" the gospel. Big churches, big 
authoritative elders, big named preachers, big bus programs, 
big gymnasiums, big workshops, big colleges, big benevolent 
societies, and big sponsoring churches are all too big for me. I 
am too used to walking down the narrow way to switch to the big 
way (Mat. 7:13, 14). 


Then there are the "Crossroads" churches of Christ. They have 
"de-individualized" the gospel. I am all for "total commitment” 
but I do not want to be forced to make auricular confession to my 
"prayer partner. '' I am thankful to confess my own sins to the 
Father and the Son (1 John 1:7 - 2:1). 


Finally, there are my "Grace-Fellowship” brethren. I appreciate 
their efforts to glorify Christ and their fight against the sectarian 
self-righteousness that permeates the churches of Christ. How- 
ever, my brothers have “nebulized"’ the gospel. From the broad 
premise that none of us can understand and perfectly obey all of 
God's will, they have concluded that one can be saved without obey- 
ing ''the rudiments of the first principles of the oracles of God." I 
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realize that all men have different backgrounds and different capa- 
bilities to reason and learn with. But, I am one of those crazy 
fools who believes that God was so kind as to give us a gospel that 
is so simple that we all can understand it and understand it alike 
(Heb. 5:11-6:2). Iam so naive as to believe that when we read the 
accounts of the life of Christ, and the history of the early church, 
that we can “perceive the understanding" of the inspired writers 
(Eph. 3:2-4). 


My "unity movement" brethren are always worried about the 
pious unimmersed. What about "everyone from 300 A.D. until 
about 1827 A.D., including Luther, Zwingli, Calvin, Wesley, Huss, 
Tyndale, Wycliffe'' and the millions inthe denominational churches 
who were never immersed’? 


Well, what about the multiplied millions of Buddists and Moslems? 
Why should God save the pious sprinkled who failed to read their 
Bibles‘ instructions concerning baptism, and damn the pious Hindu 
or Moslem who failed to purchase a Bible because they were too 
satisfied with their religion? Why not leave the pious wrong in the 
hands of God where they belong, and let us warn all sinners that 
Jesus will "render vengence to those who know not God, and to 
them that obey not the gospel of our Lord Jesus (2 Thess. 1:7-9). 


Are we to be aShamed of teaching that when one is baptized he is 
baptized into Christ (Rom. 6:3,4)? We always hear the sob story 
about the fellow who had a heart attack on the way to the baptistry. 
Well, what about the fellow who attends a Baptist church, and ten 
seconds before the "pastor" tells him to accept Christ into his 
heart as his personal savior, the fellow has a heart attack? Or, 
what about the fellow who decides to start reading the Bible, so he 
begins to read the gospel of John and right when he gets to John 3:16 
he has a stroke? 


The simple truth is that these questions are unlearned and qualify 
as "doting about questionings and disputes of words, whereof 
cometh envy, strife, railing, evil surmisings, and wranglings (1 
Tim. 6:4). These questions are unlearned because the Lord Jesus 
has already promised to take care of the pious unimmersed (see 
Matthew 7:7,8 and John 1:12). If a man is never immersed, the 
chances are he was never pious (1 John 2:4). 


Maybe someday I will find some Christians who are content to 
teach and practice the old Jerusalem gospel. Someday there will 
be some Christians who quote more divine inspiration and less 
human indoctrination. To my brethren on the road to Rome, and 
those who have overshot Jerusalem, we will be waiting for you. 


3425 Conger Road, Huntsville, Alabama 35805 
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NOT UNDER BONDAGE 


DOES NOT UNDER BONDAGE MEAN NOT UNDER BONDAGE ? 


Olan Hecks 


As a restoration people we have long taken pride in our willing- 
ness to grant to the scriptures their clear and natural meaning. 
We say that we are unwilling to bend or distort them in any way. 
We want to just let them say what they say and settle for that. This 
makes it all the more remarkable that among us, of all people, a 
major part of the dispute concerning Divorce and Remarriage is 
over the question of whether or not the expression "not under bond- 
age" in 1 Corinthians 5:15 really means not under bondage. When 
we look at a passage commanding baptism ‘‘for the remission of 
sins'' we see it as clearly indicating that baptism is indeed for the 
remission of sins. But many theologians disagree with us on that 
and base their view primarily on the premise that such an under- 
standing of the verse would make it conflict with other passages 
which tell us that we are saved by grace. In essence they reject 
the ordinary meaning of the words in the verse and insert a mean- 
ing NOT stated there, because of some very human rationalizing. 
We have, as a people, rejected that procedure on the ground that it 
results in a doctrinal position that cannot be harmonized with the 
entire body of scripture; in other words, a partial, or slanted view 
of that point. We have chosen rather to accept every plain state- 
ment of scripture as a starting point and work from there toward 
harmonizing them. This procedure results, we believe, in a view- 
point that does not have to hide from any verse of scripture- 

But now many brethren, especially in the southeast, are insisting 
on adopting the denominational procedure on the subject of Divorce 
and Remarriage. They start by assuming an interpretation of 
Matthew 19:9 that forces the old Roman Catholic "sacrament" theory 
on that verse and in fact, conflicts with just about every statement 
made in it. Then when they come to several statements of Paul 
that also conflict with it, they bend those around to just about the 
opposite of what the words actually say. One such verse is 1 Cor- 
inthians 7:13). It is really a remarkable thing. In that chapter Paul 
is discussing MARRIAGE. Several questions had evidently been put 
to him regarding marriage and he responds to them in the course 
of this chapter. In verses 12-15 he discusses the matter of a 
believer being married to an unbeliever. He states that it is not 
wrong to be in a marriage with an unbeliever, as long as the un- 
believer is willing to stay in the marriage. He says, in sucha 
case of the believer, ‘Let her not leave him." But then he says 
that in an opposite case, that is, the unbeliever is NOT pleased to 
dwell with the believer, and the unbeliever departs, "let him depart. 
The brother or sister is NOT UNDER BONDAGE in such cases." 
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The whole paragraph is absolutely clear in what it says. If the 
unbeliever will stay in the marriage, the believer is obligated not 
to instigate divorce. But if the unbeliever chooses NOT to stay in 
the marriage, then the believer has NO obligation whatever, is 
released from all "BONDAGE" in reference to that marriage. But 
this conflicts with the sacramental interpretation of Matthew 19:9. 


MATTHEW 19:9 AND 1 CORINTHIANS 7:15? 


These verses do NOT conflict if each is taken for exactly what it 
says. Matthew 19:9 deals with the matter of a MAN who puts away 
his wife. 1 Corinthians 7:15 deals with the case of a "believer" who 
is deserted by an "'unbeliever,"’ not the same kind of case at all. 
The second statement in Matthew 19:9 "Whoso marrieth her that is 
put away doth commit adultery," was spoken only of a man marry- 
ing a woman and it was spoken at a time when the Jewish law pre- 
vailed. 1 Corinthians 7:15 speaks of BOTH male and female persons 
and it was written at a time when the New Testament prevailed. 
Also, Matthew 19 addresses the dual sin of "putting away one" and 
"marrying another,"' on the part of the man. These two acts are 
evidently viewed together with no suggestion of repentence or re- 
formation of life in between. But 1Corinthians 7 refers to Christ= 
ians who had formerly been guilty of such things as adultery (6:9= 
11) but had been "washed" and cleansed by the blood of Christ. 
There are just too many differences in both context and subject 
matter for these two passages to be arrayed against each other. 
The fact of the matter is that Paul himself, in that very context, 
recognized that he was addressing a category of people to whom 
the Lord did not speak personally. At verse 12 he said, ''But to the 
REST speak I NOT the Lord." 

The folly of trying to bend this passage to avoid an alleged con- 
tradiction with Matthew 19:9 has been recognized by some of our 
most respected scholars down through the years. For instance, 
R. L. Whiteside, when he was Queries editor for the Gospel Adyo- 
cate, wrote that no one would likely see anything else in 1 Corin- 
thians 7:15 but the marriage bond if he didn't come to it with his 
mind already made up that it contradicted the other verse. He said 
it is a wrong procedure, reversed to our usual procedure, to bend 
this verse to fit our interpretation of the other (Reflections - pp. 
14.422). G. C. Brewer said essentially the same thing. He said 
if this passage does not refer to the marriage bond, then it has no 
meaning at all. ''To make it mean something else," he wrote, 
“would destroy his (Paul's) whole point" (Contending for the Faith, 
p. 100). Alexander Campbell and Walter Scott held the same posi- 
tion (Millennial Harbinger, Vol. 5, p. 72). Burton coffman says 
the same in his commentary on the Corinthian letters. Ina per- 
sonal conversation he told me, "Marriage is the only subject within 
a mile of the context!"' Last year, 1982, on the ACU Lectures, Neil 
Lightfoot spoke on this chapter and he stated that the majority of 
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scholarship stands on the position that this DOES indeed refer toa 
release from the marriage bond. ‘'And,"' he added, "This is the 
position I have adopted only after preparation of this paper'' (Lec- 
tureship book, pp. 159-160). 

In an effort to justify denying what this passage plainly says, 
brethren have introduced the argument that the word for "bondage”’ 
here is not usually used to mean a marriage bond. This is sheer 
deception, whether intentional or not. There is no such thing in the 
Bible as a Greek word for bound, or bondage, that also means 
marriage. Marriage is one word, bound is another. They point out 
that the word deo is used to refer to the bonds of marriage. This 
just simply is not true. Deo means "to bind, to fasten with chains" 
(Thayer, p. 131). It does NOT mean to bind IN MARRIAGE. It just 
means to bind. Douloo, from which comes the word for bondage in 
1 Corinthians 7:15, also means to bind or to enslave. The matter of 
WHAT one is BOUND to depends on what the context says he is 
bound to, not on the meaning of the word bound. Deo is also used, 
for example, in Matthew 14:3, to say that John the baptist had been 
bound in prison. Certainly it has nothing to do with marriage. It is 
used in John 11:44 to say that Lazarus was BOUND in egraveclothes. 
Both these Greek words for bound are defined virtually the same by 
lexicographers. The meaning is simply to bind or restrain. With 
the negative before, as in 1 Corinthians 7:15, it simply means "'no 
binding" or "restraining." 

Peter wrote that Paul had written some things a bit hard to 
understand. He said that unlearned and unstable people "wrest" 
some of these. But he said they do so "to their own destruction." 
It is hard to imagine a brother doing this, even if he only applied 
it to his own life. But to twist the scriptures that way in order to 
force it on someone else to the ruination of their life, is completely 
unthinkable. But it is happening and couples are being disfellow- 
shipped who refuse to submit to it! Thank God it is not happening 
everywhere, but it is being done in large segments of the brother- 
hood today. We appeal to such brethren to please stop and think 
about it and reconsider what you're doing. It is right to oppose 
divorce, but it is WRONG to FORBID MARRIAGE (1 Tim. 4:1.3), 
There is absolutely no reason to turn from the solid ground of 
following the apostles in everything. Jesus said that whatever they 
bound on earth would be bound in heaven and vice-versa (Mat. 16:19). 
Now please, when the apostle Paul, inspired by the Holy Spirit of 
God says clearly that a person is NOT BOUND in a given situation, 
let's accept that and leave the judging up to God. It is just as wrong 
to BIND where God has LOOSED as it is to loose where he has 
bound. Paul meant exactly what he said. If we have trouble ac- 
cepting it, we just simply need to further study on the matter, NOT 
attempt to resolve it by over-ruling the apostle Paul. 

P, O. Box 1253, Searcy, Arkansas 72143 














The Office of Mediator 


R. L. Kilpatrick 


One of the most unbelievable things ever to confront the human 
mind is the incarnation of God. The mind is too finite to handle the 
profoundness of that great event, even though we accept the truth- 
fulness of it. We accept it in the same way as we accept the reality 
of our own spirit within us even though we don't understand its 
relationship with "flesh." If we knew, then perhaps we might 
understand the other. Unbelievable though it is, we adopt it asa 
“faith” principle, or as a grounding principles upon which to builda 
life of Christian service. God does not expect us to fully compre- 
hend; just accept it and build our hope of eternal life around it. 
"And anyone who thus hopes in him purifies himself as he is pure" 
(1 John 3:3). Still, there are some things about "God in the flesh" 
that we ought to understand. 

I confess that I have difficulty visualizing Jesus ever being like 
us, being tempted in all things just as we are. I have the tendency 
to see him just as Isaiah, even while he was on earth. Isaiah said 
that he would be "called Wonderful, Counselor, The mighty God, 
The everlasting Father, The Prince of Peace" (Isa. 9:6). How can 
we associate such an exalted Being, the Creator of heaven and 
earth, with the carpenter's helper born into the family of Joseph 
and Mary nearly two-thousand years ago? It is perhaps fortunate 
that we live this far on this side of the cross. If we had been born 
then, in Nazareth, we probably would have had the same difficulty 
accepting the Deity of Jesus just as did his neighbors and even his 
own family. "Is not this the carpenter's son? Is not his mother 
called Mary? And are not his brothers James and Joseph and 
Simon and Judas? And are not all his sisters with us?" (Mat. 13: 
55,56). Him!? Jesus!? The God of Heaven!? All of us can surely 
relate to this kind of reaction. ''Why,'' some of his neighbors may 
have said also, "I knew him when he was just a kid."’ Or, "I used 
to help him and his dad build houses. The Messiah!!?"' Who can 
imagine himself working alongside of the God of heaven, building 
houses, hammering, sawing, lifting, trimming, sweating, and per- 
haps stopping for a 'brown-bag" lunch? It just won't register. We 
simply cannot identify with it. But being this far removed from the 
event we are spared from having to reconcile such intimacies with 
his Messiahship. We Just accept the fact of it and dismiss the dif- 
ficulty of how to associate Divine Spirit with human flesh. Jesus 
showed his awareness of the problem when he said, "A prophetis 
not without honor except in his own country and in his own house. "’ 
But we believe. ‘Lord help us in our unbelief."” We believe because 
we want to believe. No one else has made us such an offer. Without 
him, "to whom shall we go?"’ He alone has given us the words of 
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eternal life. 
But why "flesh and blood'"’? Why did the Son of God have to be- 
come like us? And in what sense is he the Son of God? I doubt that 


anyone will claim to have all the answers to these questions, but 
consider this. 


JESUS, THE GOD-MAN 


You will surely have noticed those many places in scripture where 
Jesus referred to himself as "the Son of Man”, and may have 
wondered why he didn't say "Son of God."' You may also have noticed 


that the disciples/apostles spoke of him as "the Son of God." Why 
these different terms? 


From the Divine standpoint, Jesus was like man and therefore he 
was the Son of Man. But from the human point of view he was God 
and was therefore "the Son of God.'’ He was the God-Man. So both 
terms are correct. Jesus wasn't using the phrase Son of Man ina 
modest sense, but in a proper sense. 


When scripture speaks of Jesus as "Son", either of man or God, 
there is much more meaning here than that he was merely the off- 
spring of parents. Biologically he was not the son of man, except 
as Mary may be included in the general term of ''mankind."’ From 
the Divine side he was not the son of God in the "begotten" sense 
because he was and is just as eternal as the Father himself. As 
the second person in the Godhead he was not born. He always was. 
So in what sense is the word "'son" used? Let's approach it from 
this angle. 

, Consider the expression that we sometimes hear, ‘'He‘'s really 
the son of his father!" It seems like an unnecessary observation, 
doesn't it? Of course he's the son of his father! But there's more 
here than just that the son is the offspring of his father. The mean- 
ing is that the son has mannerisms, thoughts, and a personality so 
much like his father that the two could be thought of as one. This 
Same manner of speech is employed when referring to renowned or 
historical persons by their deeds, such as Alexander "the Great,"’ 
or by disposition, like Ivan "the Terrible", or for courage, like, © 
Richard "the Lionhearted."’ In scripture, Jesus said of certain — 
Pharisees, '’ You are of your father, the Devil."’ They were not 
literally the "sons of Satan". They just acted like him! In Mark 
3:17, Jesus said that James and John were "sons of thunder". They 
were not so literally, but must have had manners or character that 
would remind others of thunder. They must have come on pretty 
strong! - to put it in today's vernacular. 





Is not Jesus the 'Son" of Godin the same sense? Can it not be 
said that "he is the Son of his Father" because of his likeness to 
his Father in heaven? Did he not bear the express image of the 
Father in himself while on earth? 'You who have seen me have 
seen the Father", he said to his disciples. And was he not called 
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the "Son of Man" because as God he was "like" man, and as man he 
was "like''God? He was the "son of man" because he bore all the 
characteristics of man. He was the son of God because he bore all 
the characteristics (attributes) of God. And are we not "sons of 
God" in the same sense, because we have conformed to the image 
of Christ? In no other way can we be the sons of God except to be 
like God; and in no other way can we be like God except as we have 
the Holy Spirit of God dwelling within us. It is He who makes our 
"Abba, Father" a legitimate outcry, for "there is one body and one 
Spirit...'’ "Let this mind be in you also...” ‘Put on the mind of 
Christ", '...if the Spirit of Christ really dwells in you..." "those 
who are led by the Spirit are the sons of God. "’ 


",.. BUT GOD IS ONE" 


Why was it necessary for God to endure the humiliation of be- 
coming flesh, being ''made a little lower than the angels'’? 


Jesus, the Logos of heaven was sent to earth on a mission of 
mercy. He came to affect a reconciliation between God and man. 
He came to be our mediator. ‘Now, a mediator is not a mediator 
of one, but God is one" (Gal. 3:20). Barclay says that this verse 
of scripture is one of the most difficult passages ever penned by 
Paul, that there were over three hundred interpretations given to it. 
On the face of it, then, it seems almost hopeless that we might 
grasp the meaning of it. However, if we know something of Paul's 
manner of argument, and if we keep the subject in context, there 
seems to be no real reason why we can't learn what Paul is talking 
about. 


The first part of the passage seems simple enough, "a mediator 
is not a mediator of one.'’ Naturally before one can mediate there 
has to be two parties. There can't even be a dispute without two 
parties. The difficult part is, "but God is one.'’ What possible 
connection is there between these two clauses? 


Paul's aim in this part of Galatians 3 is to show the superiority 
of faith over law. The setting is the covenant given at Mount Sinai 
mediated by Moses. The party of the first part was God and the 
second party was Israel. Moses was God's ''go-between"’, chosen 
to arrange the terms of the agreement. There were conditions to 
be met by both parties, and the first violation on the part of either 
rendered the covenant null and void. God said, “Ii you will obey 
my voice indeed, and keep my covenant, then you shall be a peculiar 
people: for all the earth is mine. And you shall be unto me a king- 
dom of priests, and a holy nation..." (Ex. 19:5, 6). God also 
specified what would happen to Israel if she broke the covenant. It 
is well known how that Israel broke the covenant even before Moses 
came down from the mountain with the law. It proved once again 
that man is not a covenant-keeper. He has broken every agreement 
that he has ever made. God has no problem holding up his endof 
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the bargain, but man cannot do it due to the weakness of the flesh. 

Paul says that the law that came in 430 years after the promise 
to Abraham couldn't set aside the promise. The promise to Abra- 
ham was unconditional! There was no way it could be broken. God 
had sworn, and God cannot lie. The blessings promised were sure 
to come because there was no party of the second part to set it 
aside because of human weakness. The covenant at Sinai was weak 
in that it depended upon human perfection which was impossible. 
The promise to Abraham—that all families of the earth would be 
blessed—was as sure as God himself because there was only ONE 
party of the first part, God. A covenant requires a mediator be- 
cause there are two parties involved, but a promise does not 
require a mediator because there are no conditions involved. It is 
now Clear what Paul meant when he said, "Now, a mediator is nota 
mediator of one, but God is one."" The promise to Abraham was 
far greater than the covenant given at Sinai which had "conditions" 
which Israel could not measure upto. The covenant is broken but 
the promise lives on. The promise is not based upon conditions that 
can be broken. 

Paul's whole point here is to show the Jews who advocated law- 
keeping that the covenant made at Sinai depended upon the strength 
of man while the promise to Abraham rested upon the strength of 
God, and that the new covenant is the fulfillment of that promise 
made toAbraham. But the lesson is not over. What we must under- 
stand is that the new covenant is not a covenant made between man 
and God with conditions and laws that would be broken because of 
weaknesses, but a covenant between God and man's representative, 
Jesus. He alone is able to keep covenant. Therefore it was essen- 
tial that the New Covenant be made with Christ, the Representative 
of man, rather than with man directly. As Shedd points out, the 
new covenant is made with man but only in the sense that he is 
one with Christ. 


The distinction is only a secondary or subdistinction. For 
when, as in Isa. 43:1-6, the elect are spoken of as the 
party with whom God the Father makes a covenant, they 
are viewed as in Christ and one with him. The covenant is 
not made with them as alone and apart from Christ. 
This is taught in Gal. 3:16, "To Abraham and his seed 
were the promises made;" but this seed "is Christ. '' The 
elect are here (as also in 1 Cor. 12:12) called Christ", 
because of the union between Christ and the elect. And in 
like manner, when Christ, as in Isa. 42:1-6, is spoken of 
as the party with whom the Father covenants, the elect are 
to be viewed asin him. As united and one with him, his 
atoning suffering is looked upon as their atoning suffering, 
Gal. 2:20, "I am crucified with Christ;'’ (William G. T. 
Shedd, Dogmatic Theology, Vol. II, Thomas Nelson pub = 
lishers, 1980, pp. 360-1) 
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As we have pointed out many times, Christ has become all things 
that God has required of man. There is no other way. "Man in the 
flesh cannot please God.'' Christ alone is able to live before God 
in a way expected of man and God has graciously allowed us to 
share in his good life, as if it were our own. We stand together as 
one in the presence of God. We are God's Christ's on earth just as 
he is “our Man in heaven." We are God's representatives on earth 
just as Christ is our Representative in heaven. We are one. 


THE QUALIFICATIONS OF A MEDIATOR 


Samuel wrote, "If a man sins against a man, God will mediate for 
him; but if a man sins against the Lord, who can intercede for him"’ 
(1 Sam. 2:25}. The same thought is contained in Job 9:32, 33, "For 
he is not a man, as I am, that I might answer him, that we should 
come to trial together. There is no umpire between us who might 
lay his hand on us both. " 

Samuel and Job were talking about a principle that is often over- 
looked in arbitration. If a man has a dispute with another man, then 
a mediator who has no special interest in the case can work for a 
fair settlement without bias for either side. One who is a total 
stranger to both parties is more capable of rendering sound judg- 
ment because he has no preference in the case, except to see an 
equitable solution. He can make decisions based upon the merits 
of the case. Ideally, an arbitrator's concern, or lack of concern, 
must be equal toward both parties in a dispute. But if, for example, 
he is a friend of one party, and knows not the other, his friendship 
is more likely to influence his decision than if he did not know 
either party. In such a case the mediator should disqualify himsetf. 
On the other hand, if two brothers ina family have a dispute that 
requires arbitration, then the father is qualified to mediate on 
behalf of both sons because he has the same love for both. 

All this has to do with mediation between persons, but, as Sam- 
uel asked, if a man has a dispute with God, who can qualify to serve 
as mediator? God can't serve because he is the offended party. No 
human can serve because he belongs to the offending party and has 
need of arbitration for himself. 

So it was between God and man from the very beginning. In Eden 
the covenant of life was broken. Man sinned against God. God was 
the offended party. And since "all men sin and fall short of the 
glory of God", he, being human, cannot qualify as mediator—nor 
does God deal with sinners in such a direct fashion. A heavenly 
being could not qualify as mediator because of his association with 
God, the offended party, and would be influenced to arbitrate in 
favor of heaven, just as an earthly being would be influenced in 
favor of mankind. Who then can represent both sides equitably ? 

To qualify, one would have to be perfect. God does not bargain 
with sinners. He must be one who has the interest of both parties 
equally at heart. He must be either related to both disputants or a 
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total stranger to both. Whocan meet such qualifications? 

",.-God sent forth his son, born of woman..." in order that he 
might become related to both Godand man. "...a body thou hast 
prepared for me" (Heb. 10:5). God, the second person in the God- 
head, became flesh. ''Lo, I have come to do thy will’. He abolishes 
the first (covenant) in order to establish the second" (Heb. 10:9). 
It was essential that a new agreement between man and God be 
drawn up, that is, if man is to be saved. And it was just as essen- 
tial that God become flesh in order that he might establish a rela- 
tionship between the Father and sinful man. On this, Shedd says, 

The mediator between God and man cannot be God only, or 
man only... A mediator supposes two parties between 
whom he intervenes, but God is only one party. Conse- 
quently, the mediator betweenGod and man must be related 
to both, and the equal of either. He cannot be simply God, 
who is only one of the parties, and has only one nature. 
Therefore the eternal Word must take man's nature into 
union with himself, if he would be a mediator between God 
and man. As a trinitarian person merely, he is not quali- 
fied to mediate between them. (op. cit., p. 354) 

The Word of God came to earth to mediate a new covenant, "not 
like the covenant that I made with their forefathers... which covenant 
they brake."’ "But as it is, Christ has obtained a ministry which is 
as much more excellent than the old as the covenant he mediates is 
better since it is enacted on better promises" (Heb. 8:6). 

This I believe answers the question we asked earlier, Why was it 
necessary for Christ to become flesh? 
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LETTERS 


Editor's Note: I have elected to omit the names of our letter writers 
to prevent possible embarrassment. 


ARKANSAS 


I must confess that I am renewed this morning. I owe a great 
debt to Christ and to men Jike Norman L. Parks and Jack R. Hack- 
worth and W. Carl Ketcherside and you, and I know many others 
who have stood and spoke in order that others could hear and con- 
tinue to hear the gospel that Christ and Paul and others preached. 

The gospel being preached in many "Church of Christ" pulpits is 
a strange gospel. It is a gospel of doubt not hope, of works, not 
grace, of slavery not freedom. I know Paul would stand in many 
pulpits today and lovingly but forcefully say ‘You are severed from 
Christ, you who would be justified by observing law.'' I do grow 
weary of watching the frustrations of church members who are 
trying to earn salvation and sharing (converting) with friends that 
same gospel of frustration and helplessness. What a curse! 

Brother I imagine you have heard over and over and over the cry 
of help and have seen the frustrations of "preachers'' who have © 
preached in the churches of Christ. I've never seen one that I — 
thought was worth his salt who didn't clash head on with his main 
elder... Brother you have richly blessed me with the material you 
sent me.* The conclusions drawn about "eldership" were conclu- 
sions I had made only a very few years ago. I was having severe 
problems coping in my environment with my beliefs and am now 
looking for a people who allow you to hold your own convictions 
without putting you on trial and throwing you out. 

Many in the congregation where I was ‘The Pulpit Minister" are 
in a serious struggle with elders now. Many would have already 
left had that very church not been a "split off'’ four years ago — 
because of a head elder, ruler. Now they are experiencing the © 
exact same problem. 





*Jesus Versus the Eldership and Restoration and Models of the 
Church, by Norman L. Parks; and Concerning Elders, by Jack R. 
Hackworth. These items are available free on request. - Editor 


ARKANSAS 


IT have had so many questions lately and have not been preaching 
since March of '83 when I was dismissed by the elders of the 
Church of Christ. It thrills me no end to find men who have 
escaped the slavery of tradition and are helping others to think and 
find the pure teaching of Christ. Godbless you. (turn to page 19) 
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Restoration versus Desperation: 
ON READING GUARDIAN OF TRUTH MAGAZINE 


BRUCE EDWARDS, JR. 


Readers of Ensign may know that over a year ago, two venerable 
periodicals which circulated mainly among ‘'conservative''Churches 
of Christ —Truth Magazine and The Gospel Guardian— merged to 
become the twice-monthly, Guardian of Truth (hereafter referred 
to as '"GOT"), Students of restoration history know how influential 
journals have been in the ups and downs of the movement and many 
a publication's rise and fall has represented a significant advance 
or retreat in the life of the church. A closer look at this hybrid 
publication is in order for what tt may tell us about the future of 
Churches of Christ as we head toward the end of the twentieth 
century. I had not seen this composite publication until recently, 
when I visited a brother who keeps up on Such things; there I was 
able to read through a year of GOT issues. (GOT is published by 
a ''foundation"’ which also publishes tracts, Bible-class materials, 
and an occasional book, like editor Mike Willist Commentary On 
First Corinthians. The latter is advertised as a work which 
especially affirms an "anti-neo-calvinist" view of salvation and 
fellowship.) 


Reading GOT is like stepping into a time machine. For the 
writers and subscribers of the publication, it is still 1961. One 
could pick up a current copy of GOT and not distinguish its content 
from articles and notions which were current two decades ago. The 
names have changed slightly, but writers are still debating ''insti- 
tutionalism, '' ‘church recreation, " ‘instrumental music,‘ even 
"the covering."' There are, however, a few dramatic contrasts to 
be made. First, the writers are basically talking to themselves, 
rehashing old arguments, reprinting nostalgic debate charts, and 
rescuing obscure "inferences" from hermeneutical oblivion. Lines 
have been drawn for a long time and there is no longer a live 
audience for such matters, in many ways, GOT is a journal of 
reminiscing—a twice-monthly lament for the good old days when 
one could stjll manipulate a "liberal" into a good week-long debate 
and wave the flags of orthodoxy and exclusivism. The few old hands 
who attempt to cross over the doctrinal boundaries evolving out 
of the 1950's and 60's, like Yater Tant, are soundly rebuked as 
compromisers. In the absence of external "'liberals'' to consume, 
"conservative" editors like brother Willis and his firebrand coun- 
terpart, John Welchof Faith and Facts, have turned inward, seeking 
to devour their own. (The latter publication, at least until recently, 
offered for a price a packet of materials which purportedly pre- 
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sented damaging evidence that some of the more "famous" and 
well-thought-of conservative preachers were really "liberal" 
grace-unity sympathizers at heart.) 


But a more serious contrast to the glory days of “conservative” 
periodicals is the change in tone and quality of the writing itself, 
apart from content, especially in the editorials. Gone is the bouy- 
ancy, the confidence, the cock~-sureness of earlier editors and 
publishers. Militant editors are running scared as they see their 
authority and their "coverage" slipping away week by week, genera- 
tion by generation. In short, GOT and its recent meanderings 
represent, however unwittingly, the growing fragmentation and 
disillusionment in the so-called "anti" churches. Periodicals are 
increasingly losing their leverage and impact upon local church 
life as members in greater numbers are refusing to acquiesce to 
the unofficial network" of editors, "at-large" preachers and such 
who heretofore had, perhaps unintentionally, attempted to control 
their thinking. Even Florida College, a second academic two-year 
college which also prepares many of the young men who preach in 
conservative churches, has over the past few years begun to 
"soften" its image, hiring more peaceable, grace-oriented teachers 
for its Bible faculty. 


There is thus a sense of quiet desperation, of impending doom in 
the prose of these editors—many of whom were young preacher-boys 
themselves when the ''fuss'' arose in the late 50's. The world and 
the church has changed since those days; fewer brethren are in- 
terested in the bad news which is disseminated as gospel. Mean- 
while, renegade periodicals like Sentry and Gospel Anchor continue 
to undermine the prestige and credibility of GOT and like periodi- 
cals with their sharp attacks on legalism and ‘foundationalism” 
within "anti" journalism. The desperation of which I speak is no 
better focused than in two recent issues of GOT in which the editor 
has chosen to expose a young Cincinnati preacher for his supposed 
liberalism and "'calvinistic” views. 


Inthe May 19, 1933 issue of GOT, Mark Nitz (whom I do not 
personally know) is chastised by the editor for “taking the well- 
worn path of several apostates of the past decade..." (p. 22). Nitz's 
crime? He spoke to an area preacher's meeting on the subject of 
unity, emphasizing that oneness in Christ need not entail identity of 
doctrinal views in nonessentials. (In this issue the editor happens 
to reproduce Nitz‘s outline for that meeting, plus a "reply" by Nitz. 
One surmises the editor might have done his cause more harm than 
good, since Nitz's outline and article powerfully confront the 
editor's legalism and that of his stable of writers.) Toward the end 
of his attack, the editor offers one of the oddest statements I have 
seen uttered by a "'conservative" editor. 
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I have done everything I know how to do to prevent brother 
Nitz from going with the grace-unity brethren... Brother 
Nitz needs to recognize his sin, repent of it, and publicly 
repudiate it. (p. 25). 


Consider the strangeness of an employee of a private foundation, 
using the pages of a subscriber-supported publication to attempt to 
regulate the life and affairs of a local church in Cincinnati, Ohio. 
It is clear that the editor's "conservative" emphasis on "church 
autonomy" (over which he would no doubt debate a "liberal" for a 
week) may be discarded when it serves his purposes. This same 
brother would decry the authoritarianism of papal encyclicals but 
does not bat an eye at issuing them through his own medium. This 
kind of blatant "institutionalism" has always been overlooked by 
"conservatives": it is in the eye of the beholder. Th2 fact is, these 
kinds of inconsistencies are not lost on a new generation of "'antl's"” 
and they are refusing to listen to such spokesmen. Neither do they 
mistake such badgering and cajoling for "preaching the gospel." 


In a later issue of GOT (June 16, 1983), the editor again publishes 
an article by Nitz, ‘Paul and James on Faith and Works." Nitz's 
article sets forth a balanced view of how grace and faith operate in 
salvation and the editor takes great pains to refute its supposed 
"calvinistic'' sentiments. The editor's concluding remarks are 
worth noting in full: 


I would agree that salvation is not grounded upon or 
merited by perfect obedience (his emphasis). However, 
when I disobey the Lord (whether through omission or 
commission and whether committed in ignorance, through 
weakness of the flesh, or flagrant rebellion), I am sepa- 
rated from God by my sin. To be reconciled to God, I 
must repent and confess my sin to Him... We cannot sit 
idle while some are compromising the vital necessity of a 
strict adherence to the pattern of New Testament Chris- 
tianity, which is the perfect revelation of God's grace toa 
lost world (p. 5). 


The last statement above reflects the editor’s shallow notion of 
what the gospel is. The “perfect revelation of God's grace" is not 
now, and never has been, some kind of abstract "plan" or "pattern." 
Instead, it is a PERSON. The editor like so many of his readers 
and his contributors confuses the announcement of personal pre- 
ferences with the good news of Jesus’ work on our behalf. God's 
final Word to us was His Son; the editor conflates the incidentals 
of the apostolic letters with the essentials of the faith. GOT writers, 
by and large, want to rehearse not the "old, old story,” but our old 
story—the story that goes something like, "a bunch of preachers 
got together and finally pieced together the cosmic puzzle what the 
gospel is and got the true church set up," thereby dispensing with 
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the need of a Lamb without blemish. 


While the editor confesses that salvation is not based on perfect 
obedience (no sane person could think otherwise), he offers in its 
place a Pelagian version which simply shifts the "perfection" re- 
quired from ‘obedience” to “repentance and confession." Since I 
have yet to meet the brother or sister capable of infallible enumer- 
ation of their sins, this is no better news. That publications like 
GOT must now seek out such young men as brother Nitz for exposé 
demonstrates their desperation. There are no lockstep thinkers 
among the new "anti's": more of them are seeing through the 
tragedy of division and isolation which is maintained under the 
guise of "guarding the truth.'' We are a decade away, I believe, 
from witnessing the collapse of the whole structure. Out of its 
ruins God might just build a coalition which will rebuild the resto- 
ration heritage which has been corroded by legalism, power-mon-= 
gering and pride. 


In our secularized age, the opportunities are great for a new 
call for unity, demonstrating to the lost, the wayward, and the 
disenfranchised what the New Testament community of faith can be. 
The simplicity and directness of spiritual experience that charac- 
terized the early church has an appeal] that cannot be underestimat-~ 
ed. It is only when this simplicity and directness is linked with a 
debilitating legalism and institutionalism that it fails to capture the 
imagination. The “cold war"! which has defined the activity of 
"conservatives" of the past 25 years must be supplanted by a re= 
newal of the restoration spirit. Desperation must give way to 
restoration once more. This is already happening in the least 


likely places and to that vision of reconciliation and acceptance I 
say "Amen and Amen!" 


1710 Clough Street, #118, Bowling Green, Ohio 43402 


Editor's Note: Not only is this ‘desperation’ spoken of by bro. 
Edwards noticed in "anti’' journal editorials, it is also evident 
among our mainline brethren--namely those who feel responsible 
for maintaining the status quo. Elders are hiring and firing 
preachers ina frenzy. College presidents fire professors for dis- 
turbing our traditional CoC lethargy. All in all it indicates that a 
change is taking place within our brotherhood, that the charges, 
the firings and church splits represent a desperate attempt by our 
so-called "sound" brethren to maintain Church of Christ orthodoxy. 
Even though all the feuding and fussing is not our most admir- 
able trait, it is nevertheless encouraging to see signs that perhaps 
we are coming out of the tunnel. We are beginning to shed the 
legalistic image and there are signs that we are at long last begin- 
ning to grasp the true meaning of God's grace in redemption. We 
could be misinterpreting the signs. We'll have to wait and see. 
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Sharing Life 
Dy. Card Helchersede 


Years ago our fathers made a tragic error. It has dogged our 
steps until this day. it has expanded and grown larger. Today it 
clouds our whole spiritual perspective. It will continue to be an 
albatross hanging about our necks until we renounce it and fling the 
stinking carcass away from us. Historically, we did not begin thus. 
Our problem began when ambitious leaders were faced with an 
option. Unfortunately, they made the wrong choice. We became 
saddled with a yoke that neither we nor our fathers were able to 
bear. 

As usually happens with the passing of time ‘'the chickens are 
coming home to roost."' We have remained a smail sect among 
large ones. Now we are threatened with extinction. We are fast 
becoming an endangered species. We are paying a high price for 
clinging to a wrong choice of pioneer men and women. Confronted 
with freedom or conformity as a basis of fellowship they chose 
conformity. In so doing they converted the love letters of the 
apostles into a written legal code. The grace of God was flushed 
down the drain. Leaders soon began to assert their authority. As 
always happens, they began to interpret the constitution. Their 
interpretation became the supreme law of the sect. Unfortunately, 
the interpretations did not agree. They never do. So the body was 
divided. 

All of this was the result of fear —blind, sectarian fear. Every 
sect that has ever been born was begotten by fear. Our own shares 
a common heritage with the rest of them. The far-reaching and 
fateful decision to hinge fellowship in Christ upon legalism was a 
mere blind for the desire to control the thinking of men. Our minds 
could be trusted. Theirs could not. We had to have a whip with 
which we could beat them into submission. They had to be driven 
back into the fold. There was no room for stray thoughts or stray 
sheep. Minds had to be controlled. Thinking had to be regimented. 

Where did we go wrong? We hinged fellowship upon knowledge 
and not upon faith and love. And knowledge puffs up. It is love 
which builds up. Fetlowship is "the sharing of a common life.”” Ih 
the spiritual realm as John reminds us in his first epistle, it is 
eternal life we share. That life was manifested in a person. It 
could be heard, seen, scrutinized and felt. It was the Word of God 
which was with the Father from the beginning. That life was mani- 
fested in the only way that any life can be manifested unto others— 
that is in a person. And those who saw and heard eternal life 
declared Him unto us that we might share the life with them, even 
as they shared it with the Father and with his son Jesus Christ. 

Fellowship is a participation in the transcendent life. It is not 
something we achieve by arriving ata Superior or exalted state of 
knowledge. We can never receive it by knowing things. We can 
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never attain it by doing things. Life does not consist of the pos- 
session of things we can count, or of which we may boast. It is a 
gift. "And this is the record, that God hath given to us eternal life, 
and this life is in his Son.” No one can think sublimely enough to 
come into possession of it. That is why it was invested in one who 
could talk, walk, see, and be a partaker of our lot, so we could be 
encouraged to become a participant in his nature. 

This is what the inspired record is all about. It is a revelation, 
a divine disclosure, an unfolding of the divine mind. The record is 
that God has given to us eternal life. It is a bestowal of heaven, a 
gift from on high. This life isin his Son. Just as the word became 
incarnate in Jesus, it becomes incarnate in me. He that hath the 
Son hath life. He that hath not the Son of God hath not life. This 
divides the rational world of mankind into two classes. Those who 
open up their hearts to Jesus, share in the wonder, the glory, and 
the beauty of eternal life. Fellowship is the relationship shared by 
the universal community of those who have invited Jesus to dwell in 
their hearts to deliver them from sin and direct their lives. 

It is not something we extend or withdraw. Instead, it is a state 
in which we share. It is not a grant of man buta gift of God. It did 
not originate in the mind of man but in the mind of God. He had to 
have it before he could give it. It was precisely because it belonged 
to him that he could bestow it upon us. It is part of our relationship 
with the family, and the family did not originate with us but with the 
Father. It was disclosed in writing to those who believe on the 
name of the Son of God. It was done so that they might know they 
have eternal life, and believe on the name of the Son of God. 

Notice the language employed. It is important. The term "know" 
does not generally mean to acquire knowledge of factual material to 
be filed away in the brain. It carries with it in the Biblical usage 
the concept of experience. God wants us to experience eternal life, 
to share in the joy, to know the satisfaction and fulfillment it brings. 
At the same time he wants us to believe in the name of the Son of 
God. The word ''name" implies much more than a distinctive title. 
O.S. Rankin, Professor of Old Testament Language, Literature and 
Theology at New College, University of Edinburgh, says, "In the 
thought of the ancient world a name does not merely distinguish a 
person from other persons, but is closely related to the nature of 
the bearer." 

So to believe in the name of the Son of God carries with it the 
idea of his whole personality as embraced in the character, reality 
and authority of his person. It means to share in the grace and 
power which belong to Jesus as the Son of God. We are not only 
heirs of God, but we are joint-heirs with Jesus. Note the difference 
between "know" and "believe" in this verse. We trust in the char- 
acter and authority of Jesus as we embrace the gift of eternal life. 
This may be difficult for us to grasp but it is of tremendous value 
to realize it. 





8 88 








Unfortunately because of their mind-set, the brethren began to 
think of fellowship as something they could control or dominate. 
This was influenced by the cultural pattern in which they were 
reared. It originated from a kind of arrogance derived from the 
mistaken idea that they alone were objects of God's grace. They 
were the kingdom of heaven. They spoke of withdrawing fellowship 
as though it were something they could manipulate. Often they went 
through the motion of dismissing from their number one who was a 
credit to themselves. Frequently such a person had a favor confer- 
red upon him by their action. He was better off on the outside than 
he was on the inside where he had to forfeit his freedom to other 
men. 

The mistake was made because of a confusion of association or 
company with fellowship. There can be no fellowship without asso- 
ciation but the two are not the same. We are in the fellowship with 
thousands whom circumstances do not allow us to associate with, 
and we associate with many with whom we are not in the fellowship. 
Fellowship is an involuntary gift of God in which we share; asso- 
ciation is the sharing voluntary with others of our fellowmen. God 
is the author of fellowship, but we associate or company together 
because of proximity or for other reasons. 

One who does not properly conduct his life can be dismissed from 
the association or participation in congregational affairs, but only 
God, who is the bestower of fellowship can retract it. Men often 
make mistakes. They may withdraw their association from one 
whom God continues to recognize. We are not authorized to become 
his vice-regents. We are not popes ore prelates. We have not been 
delegated the power to arbitrarily dismiss from the fellowship 
those who believe on the name of the Son of God. It is too easy for 
us to be deceived. It will serve the interests of His cause more 
fully if we love one another with pure hearts fervently. 

139 Signal Hill Drive, St. Louis, Missouri 63121 





"With all due respect for Campbell, McGarvey, Lipscomb, and 
Hardeman, they were uninspired mortals—right about many things 
and perhaps wrong about others! Each generation must study and 
learn the truth for itself —not simply inherit the faith of a former 
generation.”' - Rubel Shelly, Bible Truth 


KEKEKEESEE EH EY 


It is a rarity seldom to be witnessed to see a person boldly 
opposing either the doctrinal errors or the unscriptural measures 
of a people with whom he has identified himself and to whom he 
looks for support. If such a person appears in any party, he soon 
falls under the frowns of those who either think themselves wiser 
than the reprover, or would wish so to appear. Hence it usually 
happens that such a character must lay his hand upon his mouth or 
embrace the privilege of walking out of doors. - Alexander Campvell 
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ARE WE PREACHING ANOTHER GOSPEL? 
John Mller 


| I am astonished that you are so quickly deserting the one 
‘who called you by the grace of Christ and are turning toa 
different gospel~-which is no gospel at all. Evidently some 
people are throwing you into confusion and are trying to 
pervert the gospel of Christ. But even if we or an angel | 
from heaven should preach a gospel other: than the one 
we preached to you, let him be eternally condemned. | 
(Galatians 1:6-8) 





These words of Paul are some of the most sobering in the New 
Testament. It will be my contention that the present-day theology 
of much of our movement, a movement which began with a plea for 
unity and a return to scripture, is in danger of coming under the 
stern warting of Paul—of preaching a "different gospel''. A correct 
understanding of the gospel is not one of those optional or peripher- 
al matters of our faith, but rather lies at the very heart of all we 
think, say, and do religiously. It behooves us to think very soberly 
about this matter. . 

What is the gospel? It is incredible that we as Christians should 
even have to discuss the question. Yet, it is obvious from reading 
and listening to brethren within our movement that the definition of 
“the gospel" is far from a unanimous one. Let us begin with some 
obvious points of agreement. 

The gospel is truth. And yet we must say that all truth is not the 
gospel. That should be clear. Ronald Reagan is the president of 
the United States. Thatis true. But that truth is certainly not part 
of the gospel. We can also state that the gospel is biblical] truth. 
Yet, not all biblical truth is the gospel. (Certainly all biblical truth 
relates to the gospel.) For example, it is true that Isaac was born 
to Sarah inher late years. Yet that truth is not the gospel. The 
same can be said of the New Testament scriptures. While it is 
true that Paul appointed elders in the communities he visited, that 
truth is not the gospel. There are many biblical truths which we as 
God's people wish to follow, and which we gladly say are very 
important, but which we can not say are part of the gospel. The 
Lord's Supper would be an example. While no one would deny that 
fellowship in the bread and the wine certainly relates very directly 
to the gospel story (indeed is a re-enactment of it), it would be a 
mistake to say that the Lord's Supper was the gospel. This should 
be apparent since the gospel is an historical, finished event; nota 
weekly repeated one. We can say the same thing about baptism. 
Baptism is a beautiful symbol of the gospel, but again it is not 
Synonomous with it. Paul himself makes the distinction when he 
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says, "For Christ did not send me to baptize, but to preach the 
gospel’' (I Cor. 1:17). In Paul's mind, there was a difference be- 
tween the two. 

We can begin to define the gospel by saying that the gospel is the 
proclamation of the life, death, burual, and resurrection of Jesus 
the Christ the Son of God. I say ‘begin to define” because even the 
demons believe that. That definition makes a nice historical story, 
but of itself alone provides no good news for us poor sinners. The 
good and glorious news of the gospel is that Jesus of Nazareth lived, 
died, was buried, and was resurrected for you andfor me! Do we 
really believe it? Oh yes, we believe Christ died on the cross for 
our sins (past sins, that is), but that’s about it. Do we hear it 
proclaimed from our pulpits that the very Sonof God lived a life that 
will stand in the place of our lives, that he died a death that will 
stand in the place of our death, and that he was resurrected toa 
new life that will be credited as our own? I submit that we don't 
hear that kind of preaching at all. It is my contention that we dis- 
regard the value of Christ’s life and substitute for it a salvation 
grounded upona strange combination of His death and our works! 
If that kind of preaching is not preaching another gospel, then I 
don't know what possibly could be. I believe it would shock many 
of the leaders of our movement if we were to tell them that the 
theology they espouse is much closer to Catholicism than Protest- 
antism. Catholic theology centers around the assertion that a man 
is made right with God through an inner change—that God can de- 
clare a man to be acceptable only after he becomes acceptable. 
However, the classic Protestant (and Pauline) position is that God 
declares men acceptable even when they are not because they are 
reckoned acceptable by the imputed obedience of man's Represen- 
tative, Jesus Christ. Which position do we hear proclaimed? We 
hear that a man is justified because he can offer to God certain 
acts he has done as well as certain acts he has restrained from 
doing. Grace ceases to be grace because it is earned. We have 
fallen into a twisted kind of watered-down Catholic theology. I say 
"watered-down" because at least the Catholic mind can see that 
man can not present to God the kind of life that he should. without 
help of the Holy Spirit to enable him to present to God the kind of 
life he should have. In the Church of Christ, man must do it also 
without any aid from the Holy Spirit apart from scripture! And we 
have the nerve to call that Good News! 

Anyone who adopts a view of justification that states that our 
eternal destiny depends on doctrinal rectitude should think twice 
before deriding the "'nitpickiness” of those in the right wing of our 
movement. While one in the mainline Church of Christ may smile 
at those who take very seriously questions of the number of cups at 
communion, the use of pitchpipes, footwashing, the Heraid of Truth, 
etc., it doesn't show consistency if he takes these matters lightly. 
I believe our more conservative brethren are more consistent with 
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Gur movement's position on justification than those whofancy them- 
selyes more enlightened "mainliners". After all, if our standing 
before God at judgment is dependent upon correctness of knowledge, 
then we had better be concerned with every dotted "i" and crossed 
™', Our eternal destinies may depend upon it! And what is so sad 
is that we start to believe that we really are that perfect! We talk 
of Christians who may disagree with us in one particular point as 
"brethren in error"’. The underlying assumption, of course, is that 
we are "brethren without error"! Such arrogance! Do we really 
think that law-keeping will earn a place in heaven? Listen to Paul: 
"If a law had been given that could impart life, then righteousness 
would certainly have come by the law" (Gal. 3:21). “If righteous- 
ness could be gained through the law, Christ died for nothing!" 
(Gal. 2:21). Can we understand what Paul said? If a law (any law, 
even a New Testament law, even the "law of Christ") could be 
formulated that could give eternal life, then our righteousness 
could be gained by our keeping that law, and Christ would have died 
for no reason! 

What is at the bottom of our failure to accept the gospel is our 
notion that God will accept less than what his own law demands for 
eternal life. We need to ask ourselves some very basic questions. 
What really does God demand for entrance into heaven? What isa 
passing grade with God? It is tragic that we can't answer these 
questions. We hear responses such as, ‘Well, do the best that you 
can."" That may give solace to some, but not to me. Who does the 
best that he can, anyway? And how do you know you are doing the 
best you can? The answer from scripture to these kinds of ques- 
tions is not so nebulous. "For not the hearers of the law are just 
before God, but the doers of the law shall be justified"' (Rom. 2:13). 
"Lord, who shall abide in thy tabernacle? Who shall dwell in thy 
holy hill? He that walketh uprightly, and worketh righteousness" 
(Isa. 15:1-2). "Unless your righteousness surpasses the righteous- 
ness of the scribes and the Pharisees, you will certainly not enter 
the kingdom of heaven? (Mat. 5:20). "Anyone who is angry with his 
brother is subject to judgment" (Mat. 5:21). "Be ye perfect, there- 
fore, as your heavenly father is perfect" (Mat. 5:48). We could go 
on and on. The Bible makes it abundantly clear that God will punish 
the sinner and justify the righteous. And the righteousness that God 
demands is a righteousness that is commensurate with His own. 
The passing grade with God is 100%! Calvin rightly said, "The Lord 
promises nothing except to perfect keepers of his law."’ Our prob- 
lem is that we never had, and never in this life will have, that kind 
of righteousness. ‘We all, like sheep, have gone astray" (Isa. 53: 
6). ‘We all have sinned, and continually fall short of the glory of 
God" (Rom. 3:23). ''There is no one righteous, not even one" (Rom. 
3:10). The prophet Isaiah stated our case exactly when he said, 
"All of our righteous acts are like filthy rags" (Isa. 64:6). We need 
to understand human depravity. Will God just overloox all of this, 
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even though scripture says He demands a perfect righteousness? 
The way out is the gospel, and we need to rediscover the gospel. 
Romans 1:16, 17 was the key that unlocked the gospel to Luther and 
turned the world upside down during the Reformation. Perhaps we 
should allow it to wake us up again. "I am not ashamed of the 
gospel, for it is the power of God for the salvation of all who be- 
lieve, to the Jew first and also to the Gentile. For in the gospel, a 
righteousness from God is revealed, a righteousness that is by 
faith from first to last." Do we see the answer? The gospel story 
reveals a righteousness, not of our own making or effort, but a 
righteousness from God. The answer is that God sent to earth a 
righteousness for us to lay hold of by faith. Does the righteousness 
from God have a name? ''The days are coming, declares the Lord, 
when I will raise up to David a righteous Branch. This is the name 
by which he will be called: The Lord Our Righteousness" (Jer. 23: 
5-6). Jesus, the branch from David, is our righteousness. ‘He 
who receives a righteous man in the name of a righteous man will 
receive the righteous man's reward" (Mat. 10:41). We whoas sine 
ners that don't deserve anything except punishment, may receive 
the reward that belongs to the Righteous Man. What reward did 
Jesus earn while on earth? Jesus Christ is perfectly acceptable to 
the Father. As our Representative before God, we can be clothed 
with His righteousness and be viewed and judged as if we were 
Jesus! Is that Good News! ? "He who had no sin became sin for us, 
so that in him, we might become the righteousness of God" (M1 Cor. 
5:21). The only real righteousness which we can ever have is the 
righteousness secured for us and reckoned to our account in the 
life of our substitutionary Lamb, Jesus Christ. We can Say, as 
John Bunyan did when asked, ‘Where is your righteousness?" by 
affirming, "in heaven!" 

It is sad that many in our movement look at imputed righteousness 
as if it were some sort of strange, far-out doctrine. It is not only 
sad, but preplexing, that many should feel this way. I say that 
because we all believe in the kindred doctrine of imputed wiright- 
eousness. Let me explain. Why was Jesus executed? Was it be- 
cause he deserved it? Was he an unrighteous man? No, there 
was no sin to be found in him. He was the Lamb without spot or 
blemish. He was put to death for our sins. He was not a sinner, 
but was reckoned or regarded as if he were in facta sinner. And 
God the Father treated him as if he were a sinner. And since the 
wages of sin is death, he was killed. "And the Lord laid on Him 
the iniquity of us all'' (Isa. 53:6). Our unrighteousness was credited 
to his account. Our unrighteousness was imputed to Him! We 
accept that, but balk at the converse which scripture plainly 
teaches; that the righteousnes of Christ can be reckoned, credited 
or imputed to our account so that God will treat us as if we were in 
fact the righteousness of Christ. I wonder if we believe the songs 

A rediscovery of the substitutionary work of Christ for us will, 
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I believe, produce three great results. First of all, we will be able 
to say with confidence that we are saved. We will have that assur- 
ance that John wrote of andknow we have eternal life. Most people 
in our movement have never been able to say that, and have felt 
that those who did were boasting. A correct understanding of the 
gospel will allow us to state emphatically that we are acceptable. 
Why? Because we have One who represents us whom we ‘now to 
be acceptable. 


Secondly, the gospel will allow us to publicly admit that we are 
truly sinners. Not just once-in-a-while sinners, but as Paul said, 
the “chief of sinners."' Under our movement's present theology, 
who dares to confess sin? That would be almost tantamount to 
confessing one's damnation. But, with the gospel, we can still be 
humbled and ashamed by our sin, but not defeated because we rest 
in the substitutionary life and death of our savior. 


Thirdly, a rediscovery of the gospel will allow us to get out of 
our religious ghettoes and communicate and worship with other 
believers. This should not be read as acall to compromise. The 
thing that unites me to other believers now is not conformity on all 
matters of doctrine; in fact it's not a "'thing" at all, but a common 
trust in the work of a Person for us. If God truly accepts me 
because of the life of Christ credited to my account, in spite of the 
imperfecaions I have in every phase of my understanding and 
worship, then how can I refuse to accept a fellow believer who 
rests his acceptance on the same grounds that I do? Even if we 
disagree on 101 different points, if we agree on Who is the power of 
God for our salvation, and believe that the only hope that we have 
lies in the finished, perfect work of Christ for us, then we can © 
accept each other because we are both accepted. We need to be 
very careful here that we are not misunderstood. A common 
criticism of imputed righteousness from the time of Paul to the 
present is that it encourages us to "'sin a]l the more so that grace 
may abound."’ Ovr response must be as forceful as Paul's —"God 
forbid!" The gospel doesn't endorse sin, it provides an escape 
from the penalty of it. Any person who sees the anguish that our 
savior suffered because of our sins and still flippantly engage in 
sin doesn't understand the gospel. The gospel compels us to be 
ashamed of our sinfulness, and strive to overcome it. We don't 
serve in order to be saved, but because we are saved. There isa 
vast difference. Likewise, accepting imputed righteousness doesn't 
permit us to compromise our beliefs. Worshipping and serving with 
others with whom we disagree can still be done while standing for 
our beliefs. A common bond in the gospel allows believers to 
openly and honestly question each other and search for ‘what would 
the Lord have me to do?" 


Route 1, Box 428, Vincent, Ohio 45784 
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Calvinism or Scripture? 


R. L. KILPATRICK 


This and the next issue of Ensign should wind up our series on 
Calvinism or Scripture, a reply to what bro. Tom Roberts of Dallas, 
Texas understands to be taught by ''grace-unity'’ brethren, which he 
thinks is Calvinism. Since he seems to be the main spokesman for 
all who oppose the teaching of Imputed Righteousness, who contend 
for an “actual"' righteousness resulting from forgiveness, who 
refuse to make distinction between Gospel and Doctrine, who refuse 
fellowship to all who do not see things their way, then all we have 
to do is answer bro. Roberts to answer them all. The vast majority 
of those who write for publications such as Guardian of Truth take 
their cue from its editor, and that their membership {in the "anti" 
churches) take their cue from their preacher/writers; meaning that 
if the editor is for (or against) a particular issue, so are those 
down the line. However, they haven't cornered the market in this 
respect. Our mainliners also play the game of "follow-the-leader" 
as well as anyone. For example, the eldership in our local Mayfair 
congregation told me personally that the reason they took the posi- 
tion on the subject of law that they did was "because that’s the 
position that Guy N. Woods takes", their very words, and they 
offered no further explanation. Apparently bro. Woods and his 
position is synonymous with divine inspiration and needs no further 
explanation. With this kind of “elding"’ it is no wonder that this 
church split a short while later and its "board of directors" forced 
by ensuing circumstances to flee to other local congregations. 

Let's face it. Our people have played follow-the-leader for so 
long, and there have been so many leaders to follow, that the church 
is being led into as many directions as we have leaders. Each one, 
of course, is the true, loyal church following the "old paths". As 
bro. Ketcherside might put it, we haven't been treading the old 
paths, but gouging out a new rut; and the two are not to be confused, 
even though not many can tell the difference. 

As sad as it is, our mainline members, as well as "'anti'' mem- 
bers, are content to let the "clergy" {which we don't have) do their 
thinking for them, which is why we have so many passive churches. 
It would frighten the daylights out of most of our members if they 
ever felt that God was looking at them directly. There is no denying 
that subconsciously (and here I speak from past experience) our 
"lay" brethren feel that there is a "buffer" between themselves and 
God. Even though the feeling may never be articulated, it goes 
something like this, ''For God to get to me he will first have to go 
through my church, my preacher, and my elders.'' There is that 
feeling of security because ''we belong to the right church," ''we 
have the right plan of salvation,'’ “we render the proper acts of 
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worship.’' Brethren, being in the "right" church never saved any- 
one. He who places his trust in his church has misplaced his trust. 
We cannot place our trust even in the Christian religion, nor in our 
faith, nor—and especially—in our baptism. Those who are rebap- 
tized every time they come to a new understanding of baptism show 
that they place their trust in baptism. Worst of all, those who put 
trust in “having the right doctrine’’ have completely missed the 
mark. To rely on any of these mentioned things is to rely on some 
thing that cannot save. Jesus, and Jesus alone, saves. In Him 
we trust, not in being in the right church, having the right religion, 
correct faith, right doctrine, but being in the right PERSON! You 
have heard bro. Ketcherside say many times that "you can be right 
about Christ and wrong on a great number of things and still be 
saved; but you can be wrong about Christ and right on every item of 
doctrine and still be lost.’ The emphasis is to be upon Jesus and 
his love and mercy and not upon things and theology. To be "right”’ 
about Christ means to understand his Divinity, his advent into the 
world on behalf of sinners, his substitutionary work on the cross, 
his burial and resurrection, and that he now draws us to him 
through the preaching of the gospel. To be right about Christ means 
to understand that ''we love him because he first loved us", that we 
are saved by HIS righteousness through faith instead of our own 
righteousness through good works. To know this is to give him all 
honor and glory. To understand his love is to make every effort to 
be right about doctrine, ‘for these you ought to have done without 
leaving the other undone." Faith working through love will then 
bring all matters of doctrine into proper perspective, even though 
there will be many things not understood and many interpretations 
about many scriptures. This does not lessen our love for God nor 
his love for us, nor should it lessen our love for the brethren. We 
do the best we can to understand what truth is and even then we will 
see it different. We sin against God when we divide the church and 
disfellowship one another over matters of doctrine. God will con- 
demn those who rebel against his teaching, those who ‘know to do 
good and doeth it not." But he will not condemn those who study to 
learn the truth and who apply their understanding of it. Submitting 
ones self to the will of God as it is understood is all that God has 
asked, for this is what it means to "worship.'' Wrongly interpret- 
ing a doctrine does not lessen ones concern for truth, nor does it 
denigrate faith nor signal rebellion against divine authority. It 
simply testifies of our finiteness, our human weakness which God 
knew all along. Seeing all doctrines alike is a worthy goal to 
strive for, but we must strive together. We can glorify God by 
striving together, but we dishonor him when we are led to divide. 


I have just finished reading an article in the FF, by Stephen E. 
Broyles, ‘What Is The Gospel of Mark?"', in which he sheds light 
on the meaning of the word "'gospel'' as it was understood in the 
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first century. 

"The gospel of Augustus. In the north hall of the marketplace of 
Priene (some 20 miles south of Ephesus) there was discovered a 
calendar inscription consisting of 84 lines of Greek text, dating 
about 9 B.C. Lines 40-41 of this inscription contains this sentence 
referring to the birthday of the emperor Augustus: 'The birthday of 
the god was for the world the beginning of the gospel proclaimed 
because of him.' 

"This inscription is for our purposes the most important occur- 
rence of the word ‘gospel’ in pre-Christian pagan literature. The 
emperor Augustus wished to be known throughout the empire as the 
one who had brought peace through victory and security through 
loyalty and restored traditional Roman piety. To the provinces the 
emperor was ‘savior of the world,’ high priest, god, and benefactor 
of all good things. The emperor was therefore the cause of the 
gospel which went out into the world when he was born, when he 
came of age, and when he ascended the throne. Humanity had been 
longing for peace, security, and the blessings of the gods. ’’Then 
suddenly there rings out the news that the savior is born, that he 
has mounted the throne, that a new era dawns for the whole world. 
This gospel is celebrated with offerings and yearly festivals. All 
cherished hopes are exceeded. The world has taken on a new ap- 
pearance’ (Friedrich in TDNT 2:725). 

"The birth of Augustus was the beginning of the gospel for the 
world. So said the official Roman line. And that gospel was a 
proclamation of victory, salvation, beneficence, and peace- Thus 
would the Gentile readers of Mark's Gospel understand ‘gospel’. " 
(Firm Foundation, August 2, 1983, p. 6) 


If we removed the name Augustus and inserted Jesus Christ, then 
we have a good description of what the gospel of salvation meant to 
those of the first centurv who were burdened with sin. 

There really is no doubt about what the word means. The only 
question concerns its extensiveness. Does ‘'gospel’’ mean every- 
thing written in the new testament, or should it be confined to the 
proclamation of Jesus" coming, his life, death, burial, and his 
resurrection? Surely gospel means one thing and teaching (doctrine) 
means something else. Why will some refuse to make distinction 
except, possibly, they love division?! Yes, some brethren do love 
to divide; hear this brother concerning translations: "If we can 
make premillennialism, original sin, mechanical instruments of 
music in worship, a denial of the virgin birth, and a host of others 
a test of fellowship, then, we can make translations which teach 
these things a test of fellowship."' This, according to this brother, 
will include just about every translation of the Bible except the KJV 
and the ASV. Well, why not, since the object seems to be to divide ? 
The reason is not too material, is it? But this is just a sample of 
the spiritual malady running rampant throughout the brotherhood. 
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Here is what bro. Roberts says that grace-unity brethren teach 
concerning "eternal security." 


ETERNAL SECURITY 


A. The security of the believer is based upon being right about 
Christ and not about doctrine. 


B. The security of the believer cannot be shaken by believing 
doctrinal error. 


I have already commented on item A. Since bro. Roberts be- 
lieves that doctrine and gospel are the same, then item A must be 
understood in that context. This means that he is saying that grace- 
unity brethren teach that the believer can be "right" about Christ 
and wrong about "gospel'’ (doctrine) and be secure in that belief. I 
know of no one who teaches such because those on the opposite side 
of the question know that there is a difference between gospel and 
doctrine. To be right about Christ is to be right about gospel. Now 
let's turn it around to see what bro. Roberts is saying. He is say- 
ing that the believer has no security unless he is right about Christ 
and right about doctrine. The word doctrine simply means teaching 
and therefore the believer must be correct on every subject taught 
in the new testament, according to Roberts. Will he stake his soul 
on having a perfect understanding of the NT? If not, then which of 
the many doctrines may he misunderstand and still be saved, and 
what saves him in such a case? If he says, "by repentance and for- 
giveness"', then he is saying the same thingas grace-unity brethren, 
i.e., that we're saved by the grace of God and not by having perfect 
understanding. 

We need to ask bro. Roberts if a person can be righteous if he 
does not have perfect understanding of all doctrine. Righteousness 
as respecting justification, is perfection. Therefore if he answers 
"yes" it means that the believer can be perfect in himself with an 
imperfect understanding, which is a contradiction. If he answers 
"no" then he contradicts his own statement in the August 4, 1983 
issue of Guardian of Truth, page 7: 

The sinner is actually righteous; not just pretend or hidden 

under a blanket or robe of Christ's perfection. (his emph. ) 
One who is "actually" righteous is "really" perfect, and so it is 
essential that the believer have perfect understanding of all biblical 
doctrine, according to this line of reasoning. This "actual" right- 
eousness, incidentally, came about through ''forgiveness."’ This, 
to me, seems like a contradiction of Paul's statement in Romans 
3:10 & 12, ''as it is written; None is righteous, no, not one", and 
"All have turned aside, together they have gone wrong; no one does 
good, not even one."’ This Paul wrote to Christians! just as John 
who said that "If we say we have no sin, we deceive ourselves, and 
the truth is not in us" (1 John 1:8). John didn't say that if we say 
we never commit sin.-., but if we say we "have" no sin, which 
(turn to back cover) 
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LETTERS - from page 2 


CALIFORNIA 


I have been an admirer of Ensign for over a year. The only 
reason for not subscribing has been the convenience of picking up 
my associate's copy, while he shared an office with me. Two things 
however, have encouraged me to now subscribe myself; first, your 
brilliant study of baptism in Calvinism or Scripture, part 6, and 
second, my associate moved out. 

In all seriousness though, let me say that you are one of the few 
who have both the courage and articulate ability to deal’ with the 
sensitive issue of 'Church of Christ baptism’. In my estimation 
you did an excellent job of showing that baptism is a communication 
of grace of Christ rather than another Christ. 

As one who too is seeking to restore the gospel of Christ, I know 
it can get a Jittle rough occasionally. It is always a comfort to me 
when someone steps forward to extend the hand of fellowship, 
especially when others are trying to discredit me. So along with 
my request for a subscription let me also say that I am a friend. 


ARKANSAS 

I believe that everyone that loves Jesus and the TRUTH of God 
should mourn over what has happened to Jerry (Jones). Jerry has 
shown his true commitment is to Jesus Christ as Lord and not to 
men, position or power. I believe the battle royal that is and has 
developed over the past ten years is over the LORDSHIP of Jesus 
Christ. Will men obey Godand honor his Word or will men obey 
men? Perhaps it could be better said-the Lordship of Jesus Christ 
is at stake and men are battling for the following of men and for 
their MINDS! 

There is a battle here in over the Lordship of Jesus and 
for the minds of men. I relate in a very personal way to Jerry 
because I have been labeled a cult leader and branded as "Cross- 
roads heretic’ because of my total commitment to Jesus as Lord 
and have refused to compromise God's Word and the principles and 
ethics of the New Testament. I see a '"'Grassroots movement" de- 
veloping through the church —a very very small minority but it's 
there and I'm proud to be on the side of the Lord and most thankful 
for men like Jerry, Rubel Shelly, you and many others. I see great 
wonderful, fantastic things beginning to develop and I'm thankful 
that I'm FREE IN CHRIST! 


Editor's Note: This “very very small minority" that comprises the 
grassroots movement is far greater than most of us realize. There 
are a lot of us “heretics” out there dotting the landscape. 


ILLINOIS 


Keep up the excellent writing! Tremendous articles have as 
usual been sent forth from Ensign. We're winning! God's grace 
cannot be tampered with. 
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CALVINISM - from page 18 


is possessive. Roberts is against "imputed righteousness” but he 
has God "making" the sinner perfect ("actually righteous") when 
he is forgiven! This is grace through infusion rather than impta- 
tion, which is Catholic doctrine. Roberts goes on to say, 
Righteousness is not a 50/50, 99/1, proposition but 100/100. 

That doesn't leave much margin for the error of misunderstanding 
of any NT doctrine. Bro. Roberts’ error here is basic. He has 
the wrong concept of forgiveness. Forgiveness in the biblical sense 
frees the believer from punishment, it does not alter the inward 
character of the believer. Jesus said to his disciples, ‘''So you also 
when you have done all that is commanded you, say, 'We are un- 
profitable servants; we have only done what was our duty." (Luke 
17:10. How can one be "actually righteous" and be an "unprofitable 
servant''? Bro. Roberts needs to understand that Christians are 
justified sinners. Their forgiveness did not make them morally 
pure. There is no such thing as an "actual righteousness."’ There 
never has been since the fall of Adam and never will be as long as 
the world stands. 

As respecting item B, there seems to be no difference between 
this and item A. It still has bro. Roberts relying upon a perfect 
understanding (belief) for his salvation. There is no such thing. 

Thank God we do not have to rely upon our finite understanding in 
order to be saved. Christ is our perfection! Our concern is to be 
"in" Christ in order to receive that same standing before God. It 
is declared (imputed) of those who are in Him that they stand "right" 
on the side of God, having escaped the punishment (being forgiven) 
reserved for unbelievers. We claim nothing of our sown as our 
security except Christ. And those who are in him, “he will in no 
wise cast out. (to be continued) 
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From the Editor: 


CONVENTION 


We reported in the July issue of Ensign that Carl Ketcherside 
had been invited to participate in the International Convention of 
Itinerant Evangelists, held in Amsterdam, Holland. The article on 
page 3 is the first of four reports on the Convention. (My invitation 
must have gotten lost in the mail. ) 


SIZING UP 


On page 6, Bob D. Lewis begins a two-part essay on "Sizing up 
the Brethren", an essay which outlines the thinking from the "anti" 
and "liberal" sides of our sinful division. Bro. Lewis presently | 
attends a conservative church in Montgomery, Alabama. He has an 
open mind which allows him to see the rights and wrongs of both 
sides, and qualifies him to write such an article. 


FIRM FOUNDATION SOLD 


By now it's probably old news that the Firm Foundation, second 
oldest periodical in the Church of Christ wing of the Restoration 
Movement, previously owned by the G. H. P. Showalter family of 
Houston, Texas, has been sold lock, stock, and print shop to H.A. 
"Buster'' Dobbs of Fort Worth, Texas, and William "Bill’' Cline of | 
Pensacola, Florida. Bill Cline will be the new editor. The FF 
was Started by ex-sheriff Austin McGary in about 1883 who became 
perturbed with the Gospel Advocate, edited by David Lipscomb, 
over the issue of whether or not the baptized should be re-baptized 
when they came from other denominations. Lipscomb said no, 
McGary said yes, and this was all that was needed to start another 
publication. Reuel Lemmons edited the FF from 1954 to 1983. 

The new owners have left no doubt about their intentions for the 
paper. Bro. Lemmons said in his last editorial: 


The new owners have made it clear that they intend to 
select an entire new staff and direct the paper ina direc- 
tion entirely different from the middle-of-the-road course 
in which we have kept it. We find the new direction in- 
compatible with our thinking. 


Just exactly what this "new direction" is we'll have to wait and see, 
and perhaps we should keep quiet and give the siew owners an even 
shot at fouling up the paper all by themselves. However, being a 
born-again pessimist, and having no reputation at all as a "seer", 
I predict some rough sledding ahead for the magazine. Yet, I see 
the whole affair as just another act in the spiritual drama of refor— 
mation that is taking place among us. It somehow fits the overall 
picture. God knows how to bring about the desired end. 

(turn to page 19) 
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THE AMSTERDAM CONFERENCE 


W. CARL KETCHERSIDE PART 1 


The International Convention of Itinerant Evangelists, held in 
Amsterdam, was the first of its kind in the history of the Christian 
faith. It must be considered in proper perspective to be understood. 
Iam not sure about the validity of the name. It implies that there 
are other kinds of evangelists besides "itinerants."' But the 
scholarship of the world challenges this. Apparently when the Holy 
Spirit made and endowed evangelists they were all itinerant. They 
wandered, or were hounded and driven, from place to place. It is 
only in our day with its blatant admixture of things spiritual and 
secular that we have come up with the idea that one can ''settle 
down upon his lees" and still do the work of an evangelist for a 
stated and stipulated fee. 


But the almost 5000 who attended generally qualified according to 
the new covenant scriptures. Most of them went from village to 
village sharing the Good News with all who would listen. Those from 
countries not dominated by that twentieth century heresy, Marxism, 
spoke frequently in the open, on street corners, on village squares, 
or under spreading trees. I met hundreds of them, and in informal 
sessions shared with them many of the things I had learned. I also 
profited from listening to their many and diverse experiences in 
remote jungles which they penetrated with the tidings of Calvary. 
Some of them had "lost everything and yet were spurned and i)l- 
treated by a world that was too evil to see their worth. They lived 
as vagrants in the desert, on the mountains, or in caves and holes 
in the ground.’' Some of them wore the only pair of trousers and 
the only coat they possessed. I was glad they could be helped from 
the Samaritan's Purse which distributed clothing to every man as 
he had need. Only one collection was taken. It was distributed 
among those who were in poverty. 


The immediate impression was one of desperate earnestness 
about the task at hand. A large room was set aside for prayer. I 
never walked through it without seeing a score of young and old 
men from the far-flung regions of the earth, beseeching and im- 
ploring God. Some of them were visibly weeping. Loneliness had 
overtaken them. They were weary with new found learning. Some 
were entreating with loud groans. I had an inclination to place my 
arms about their shoulders and try to comfort them, but the signs 
cautioning against talking or conversing made it impossible. Be- 
sides they had access to a Comforter whom I also needed. I was 
especially moved one day to find twelve young men from Madagas- 
car, each with his Bible under his head, face down, talking to God 
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one by one and praying for each other. 


As one gained entrance to the great sprawling RAI Center, the 
first thing he saw was a huge globe suspended from the ceiling. 
Large Banners running out from it in four directions each bore the 
inscription, "Do the work of an evangelist.'’ For ten days and 
nights that was the theme. It dominated the platform every morning 
and evening, and all of the 120 workshops in between. The meaning 
of the word "‘disciple'' was continually under discussion. The idea 
was held out that every convert should be equipped to convert 
others. 


The necessity of cutting through the thickets and undergrowth 
which had grown up in the minds of modern men were continually 
emphasized. Workshops were dedicated to providing instruction 
for every known problem. These were conducted by those who had 
been outstandingly successful in their fields, regardless of their 
current partisan allegiance. They dealt with everything from Far 
Eastern cults to those hatched out in the fertile, but misguided, 
brains of some of our modern thinkers. Men reared in the Islamic 
tradition told of what had changed their minds. Former Buddhists, 
Hari Krishnas, and followers of Moon, testified of the grace of God 
which had rescued them. Many who came from behind the Iron 
Curtain related their encounters and told of their triumphs over a 
chreatening and throttling political bureaucracy. Hope sprang up in 
our breasts as they talked. 


It soon became apparent that what was developing was a univer- 
sal strategy against ''the wicked spiritual forces in the heavenly 
world, the rulers, authorities and cosmic forces of this dark age. "’ 
The meeting was a Declaration of War on a worldwide scale. It was 
the firing of the first shot into the fortress of the Evil One. Never 
again could he overrun the camp of the saints on any part of the 
globe. This earth, created by God, and robbed of the righteousness 
which should have characterized it, would no longer be surrendered 
without a struggle. 


You may ask me how f felt about going to such a meeting. It has” 
been asked by many. But they do not know how free I am. Never 
again will I ask the permission of anyone who did not die for me 
where I can go and to whom I may listen. I went with a little re- 
luctance because I had been a hostage so long. One whio is a hostage 
becomes frightened at anything new or strange. A noise at night 
will make him quickly open his eyes and lie in the darkness almost 
afraid to breathe. I soon realized that everyone else had been a 
hostage also. That is what sectarianism does to us. I soon got 
over it and began to see the wonderful opportunity which had been 
extended to one as unworthy as myseJf toshare. I began to regret 
that my pride, stubbornness and fear had separated me from such 
a learning experience in years gone by. 
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The approach of the New Reformation which I have seen, and to 
which I have been testifying for five or six years, could be seen 
more Clearly now. I could see the cloud the shape of a man's hand 
which betokened an abundance of rain after the! long drouth. The 
fact that it was given impetus by those outside our own ranks no 
longer troubled me. We never began a reformation in history. We 
have always been "heirs" of one, but never the inaugurators. There 
is a real reason why one of us could never start one. Because of 
our legalistic stance we have always fractured and fragmented 
them, whether begun by Luther or by Thomas the gentle and un- 
assuming Presbyterian. We have coined such mottos as "They shall 
not pass!‘’ And we have stood with a raised meat-axe ready to cut 
down to size anyone who dared to think for himself. 


Strangely enough, I never heard a mention of the sectarian spirit 
in the ten days at Amsterdam. I was not unaware of the allegiance 
of those present, although it was never found on identification 
badges or anywhere else. The focus was upon Jesus as Lord. The 
exhaltation was of the Son of God as Lord. Personal views and pre- 
ferences faded into the background as Jesus was elevated to the 
central spot. There was no emphasis upon what our group is doing 
for Christ, no words of background, headquarters or denominational 
structures. There was no partiality shown. No one changed or 
altered his presentation to take a left-handed cut at someone else. 
The man from the lowliest station in life was equal to one to whom 
deference was shown back home. 


It was breathtaking to see the marchof the flags on opening night. 
There were !34 persons, each from a different country, who march- 
ed down the long aisle and placed his flag in a special holder behind 
the speaker's stand and along the rear wall. The flags were uni- 
form in size. They were presented alphabetically. The one for 
Great Britain did not take precedence over those from Surinam or 
Sri Lanka. They graced the hall throughout the whole event. They 
were complemented by huge banners, cleverly designed and brightly 
painted. One was hung at every session. Some of them read as 
follows: I will be clear in my message -I must be sure I am cleans- 
ed - I must be sure that I communicate - I must be filled with the 
Holy Spirit - I must be a servant of the church - I must train others 
to share their faith -I must nurture new believers - I must be 
faithful to my family. 


There were two groups who were indispensable. One of these was 
composed of the 400 stewards, mostly young college people, and 
from every part of the globe. I hada rare time talking to those 
from Belgium, West Germany, France, South America, India and 
Canada. They had been trained to perfection and were stationed in 
every hotel occupied by guests, at information centers, in dining- 
halls, and in the aisles of the convention center. Models of courtesy 
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and concern, and speaking English flawlessly, they were a real 
blessing. 


The other group consisted of 78 translators whose names read 
like a lexicon of tribes, tongues, and nations. Some of these were 
proficient in as many as five languages. They had majored in 
linguistics, either in school, or on the field. The translation was 
Simultaneous. It evoked the admiration of all who were dependent 
upon it. I marveled one day to hear a man translate into Russian, 
Polish, and Arabic, the words spoken in English. I realized my 
own shortcomings. 


One thing that did not escape my attention was the fact that we 
had several hundred present who claimed to have been baptized 
with the Holy Spirit. But one did not hear it emphasized, and "'the 
Pentecostal experience" was not once mentioned. It was interesting 
to see that those who "spoke in tongues" had to go and secure the 
contraption to fasten to their ears in order to know what was going 
on. They were smart enough to realize that in order to speak in 
every man's language in which he was born, it was necessary to 
study it. There was no shortcut. I watched the "rug jerked out 
from under their claims" although I am persuaded the Spirit was 
present in the meetings. 


1 think that such gatherings of multi-national origin will do more 
toward making the experiences of people be relegated to the proper 
place than almost anything else. It was aclear demonstration that 
"the Pentecostal experience" cannot be captured again, and never 
will. It was a one-time thing which occurred at the birthday of the 
church of God. You only have one birthday. The anniversaries are 
occasions in which you look back upon it and rejoice. 


139 Signal Hill Drive, St. Louis, Missouri 63121 





SIZING UP THE BRETHREN — FROM BOTH SIDES 


SIDE 1] 
SIZING UP THE LIBERALS - A CONSERVATIVE PERSPECTIVE 


Bob D. Lewis 


Who are these people we call "liberals"? We are told that they 
are unsound and unfaithful brethren. 'Unfaithful", we are told, 
because they fail to be obedient to what we believe the Scriptures 
require. '"Unsound", we are told, because they teach something 
which we believe the Scriptures do not teach. It is said that in their 
zeal for doing good they ignore the New Testament pattern and work 
through institutions which the Lord has not authorized. 

But "liberals", as we call them, are by all means our brethren— 


6 106 


God's children. They are not unbelievers (in fact most of them 
baptized most of us). They are not brethren who deny the authority 
of the Scriptures as their only rule of faith and practice. They are, 
in fact, brethren who make a sincere and conscientious effort to 
base their thinking and their lives upon what God says in Scripture. 

It is also true that the brethren we call liberal are brethren who 
agree with us on what God has said—we both agree that He says 
what is in the Bible. We differ, quite simply, over what we think 
God means by what He has said. Those whom we call liberal are 
those who have simply come to different conclusions than we as to 
what God meant by one or two things He has said in Scripture. 

But so what? Surely this is not the source of our division. We 
differ among ourselves over the meaning of many statements in 
Scripture. But we do so without dividing. We are able to do this 
by calling our differences (those within our segment of the brother- 
hood) matters of "opinion". In other words, we call the meaning 
of some Scriptural matters opinion while others we call "doctrine". 
The meaning of Scripture in those matters over which we differ 
with the liberals constitutes what we call matters of doctrine. 

Whether we call a matter opinion or doctrine, however, depends 
on how clearly we perceive God to have set forth a definite position 
in Scripture. For example, if we understand the Scriptures to set 
forth a clearly defined position, we call our perception of that 
position a "doctrine." If, on the other hand, we can find no clear 
reference in Scripture to a specific matter we feel free to form 
what we call an "opinion" about that matter. The only difference 
between a doctrine and an opinion becomes the clarity with which we 
perceive God's design in Scripture. 

A liberal in this context is someone who fails to see clearly that 
which we clearly perceive God to mean by what He says in Scrip- 
ture. ‘''Conservatives", as we call ourselves, perceive God to take 
a clearly defined position on certain matters, whereas "liberals" 
do not. But is that the real basis for our division? Do we not 
differ among ourselves in the same fashion—yet without calling one 
another "unsound'’? Do not many of our brethren believe God to 
have expressed a clearly defined position (doctrine) in Scripture 
regarding such things as smoking, dancing, mixed bathing, movie- 
going, women speaking in Bible classes, the head covering, carnal 
warfare, etc., while others of our number (still considered '"sound") 
simply do not recognize the Scriptures to speak clearly on these 
matters? In other words, what is to one man a matter of opinion 
is, in another man’s opinion a matter of doctrine. We simply do not 
all understand all Scripture alike. 

But this is as it should be! Being of one mind doés not mean 
having identical concepts. Such is not to be expected. How could 
the elders teach the younger believers if they all had identical 
concepts? It is one thing to be fully united in our commitment to 
serve God in all things to the best of our understanding. It is quite 
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another to uniformly understand al! that God means by all the things 
He has ever said. We are not born full-grown. There will always 
be some knowledge of which we will be unaware as long as our 
knowledge is not perfect. We will always be guilty of failure to 
obey God completely so long as we are imperfect in our knowledge 
and behavior — whether we are liberal or conservative. 

We demonstrate a misunderstanding of God's grace by our fear 
that unwillful misunderstanding and misconduct may condemn us to 
hell. While to be complacent in our imperfection is to dispise 
God's grace, growth cannot take place so long as we are under 
condemnation for imperfect knowledge and misbehavior of which we 
are unaware. We will always, to some extent, be unaware of some 
of our imperfections. If God will not forgive that unwillful ignor- 
ance or disovedience of which we are unaware we are all condemn- 
ed. But if He will—as He surely does — forgive that of which we 
are unwillfwily unaware, then He will do it for all our brethren, 
liberal and conservative alike! And if He overlooks and forgives 
imperfection then must not we? 

It makes no difference that we have "tried to show them the 
truth.” The fact that others reject the views we share with them 
does not give us the right to "write them off" as willfully ignorant 
and rebelling against God. If mere exposure to our position makes 
the liberals responsible for seeing everything as we see it, then 
reading the Bible makes us responsible for seeing everything 
exactly as God sees it~ perfectly! An elder may be able to teach 
everything he knows in seven days. But we can't expect young 
believers to grow to maturity in one week. 

People differ in their perceptions, due to the many variables in 
their backgrounds. We all read the same Bible, but we do not all 
recognize the same meaning in every word. In fact, a single indi- 
vidual does not even agree with himself from year to year. Or, if 
he does, he hasn't grown in his understanding. Knowledge is ac- 
quired progressively, from one level of understanding to another 
over a period of time. Orphan Homes were around long before 
there were any “conservative” churches. And how shall we account 
for that? Had we not all read our Bibles thoroughly back then? 

Of course it becomes easier to call another unfaithful if he is 
thought to ve insincere. Unfortunately, it seems to be a foregone 
conclusion that those with whom we disagree are insincere. Were 
we not all sincere back before there were consciously conservative 
churches? No doubt we were. But it has always been our tendency 
to judge sincerity in others by using ourselves as the standard of 
measure. In other words, we say, ‘if you are sincere then you 
will listen te me and agree with everything I tell you about what God 
meant by what He said. And if you do not agree with me then you 
are thereby insincere in your claim to accept all God says."’ Such 
thinking wouid have us assume that all sincere people share identi- 
cal knowledge — our knowledge. 
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We confuse ourselves with our own double talk. We speak of the 
liberals as those who have rejected the truth, but what we mean is 
that rejecting the Truth equais rejecting the Bible equais rejecting 
our views of what it means. We equate our current level of 
understanding with perfect understanding. When we say "the Word 
of God,"" wemean, ‘our current level of understanding of what the 
Word of God means."" We plead for unity upon the basis of the 
Biblical pattern. But what we mean is_ simply this: 


Unity equais Following The Pattern equais Following Our View of 
What It Is. We are merely saying, "we can be united if everyone 
will accept our current level of understanding of the ‘Scriptures as 
their only rule of faith and practice." 

When we use conformity in doctrine to determine soundness of 
another's faith we have set ourselves up as the standard of measure. 
In other words, "you are sound if you fit the pattern of our thinking 
about what the pattern should be.’’ But the tacit presumption in all 
this is that we have perfect knowledge! If we deny that we do, then 
we find ourseives in the awkward position of requiring others to 
conform to that which we acknowledge to be an imperfect standard— 
our current level of understanding. The problem is, we want to 
have it both ways. We want to admit that our knowledge is imper- 
fect. But at the same time we feel bound by conscience to turn 
away from those who will not conform to it. 

To tell me I err is one thing, but to accuse me of infidelity to 
God simply because my understanding is less mature than yours is 
to "judge"’ one’s brother in the most classic sense of the word. For 
whether f err in that of which you accuse me or not, I am, without 
question, one whoerrs. In fact John assures us () John 1:8, 10) that 
the only kind of brother you and I have are brothers-in-error, 
whether liberal or conservative. We simply err in different things 
(doctrinal and behavioral), some of which we are aware, many of 
which we are not. But to accuse me of disloyalty to God {which is 
a matter of the heart) is quite another matter. 

Soundness is not a party line. It is a commitment of heart which 
conforms to the love of God’s nature. We do not make men sound 
(whole) by pouring correct doctrinal concepts into their minds but 
by leading them to a commitment of faith in the power of God to 
pour his love into their hearts whereby they will derive knowledge 
and true insight for the purpose of discerning what is best ( Phil. 1: 
9-10). Faithfulness is not a stagnant level of intellectual under- 
standing but a living, dynamic commitment of will to submit to God 
in every facet of life as "what is best'' becomes gradually evident. 

We sin against God and the brethren when we refuse to allow 
those brethren with whom we disagree to participate in our meet- 
ings. Many of those teachers from whom most of us learned of the 
truth are no longer considered worthy to lead public prayer in our 
assemblies, simply because our knowledge has out grown theirs. 
We say that to call on them to participate is to declare our approval 
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of their "false" understanding. But what can this nonsense mean? 
Do we mean to say that the congregation automatically places its 
stamp of approval upon the entire life and thinking of every man 
who participates in our public ceremonies? God forbid that we 
should approve of any man except insofar as he stands under the 
grace of God with all his misunderstanding and misbehavior hidden 
in Christ. 

To associate with brethren with whom we differ in activities in 
which one’s conscience is not compromised is not a sign of en= 
dorsement of error but of love for our brethren (which overlooks 
a multitude of sins). The only "doctrine’ over which we must turn 
away from a so-called believer is that which denies the identity of 
the Lord or that which denies the grace by which he saves. In all 
other matters we are to be patient, long-suffering and forgiving— 
knowing that for every fault we perceive in the thinking and behavior 
of our brethren God perceives a thousand similar faults in us. 

In all this it is not suggested that any man violate his conscience 
in disobedience to God. Men must not engage in that which they 
conscientiously believe to be displeasing to God (whether it be the 
support of orphan homes or the division of the church into classes). 
Furthermore, love of the brethren demands that we seek ways to 
avoid placing a brother in compromising circumstances. But re=+ 
gardless of how we may attempt to work around our differences in 
practice, we err in the most mercy-depriving way when we judge 
as disloyal to God those whose conscientious attempt to follow Him 
in His Word approves that which ours disapproves. 

While we must decline to participate in that which we consider to 
be anti-Scriptural we must also defer judgment of others in these 
matters to God. To set forth our current level of understanding as 
the standard by which one's loyalty to God is to be judged is to (1) 
assume our understanding to be perfect, and (2) to usurp the 
very place of the lawgiver. 

We have no right to judge another man’s servant. He will stand 
or fall only to his own Master. It is one thing to admonish him 
whenever we may recognize his actions to be out of harmony with 
what we understand to be the Master's will. But it is quite another 
thing to accuse him of being "unfaithful'’ to his Master simply be~ 
cause his understanding is not identical with ours. In doing the 
latter we are not merely evaluating his performance in terms of 
compliance with an objective standard. We are declaring him to be 
unacceptable to God. True judgment, however, is based upon the 
motives of the heart. To declare a brother unacceptable to God is 
to presume to engage in judgment of the heart —judgment which 
brings sejf-condemnation upon an imperfect judge. 

Can we not say to our children, and to generations to come, that 
we have erred in allowing doctrinal differences to cause us to draw 
lines where God has never drawn? In describing the liberals to the 
heirs of our movement cannot we simply say they were brethren 
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with whom we disagreed on a point or two, but brethren above all. 
Has our movement not been splintered enough times to expose the 
myth that unity can be found in doctrinal uniformity ? Can we not 
find a common ground (basis for fellowship) in the sharing of some- 
thing identical other than knowledge? Is there not a road upon which 
both liberal and conservatives alike may walk without stumbling? 


2719 Locust Street, Montgomery, Alabama 36107 





Putting the Cart Before the Horse 


DAN ROGERS 


Several years ago, brother Mike Willis, editor of Guardian of 
Truth (at that time Truth Magazine), wrote an editorial entitled, 
"The Grounds of Our Righteousness” (Truth Magazine, Vol. xxii, 
No. 7, Feb. 16, 1978, pp. 3-5). The main thrust of that editorial, 
which was part of a series of articles he was presenting at that 
time on the subject of "imputed righteousness,'' was that "justifica- 
tion comes through forgiveness" (p. 4). 

In contending for justification through forgiveness (p. 3) brother 
Willis argued as follows: 


There is however, another alternative: justification through 
forgiveness. The one to whom the Lord will not impute sin 
is the man whose sins have been forgiven. 


In an attempt to substantiate this view, bro. Willis then quoted 
Romans 4:6, 8, after which he went on to state: ‘Notice that this 
passage states that the man whose sins have been forgiven is the 
one who is righteous" (p. 3). Also, in the same paragraph he talked 
about "justification through forgiveness" as opposed to "justification 
through works". Likewise, several paragraphs Iater he stated: 


When a man’s sins are forgiven, he stands righteous be- 
fore God. He stands righteous before God because there 
are no Sins laid to his charge. His sins have been forgiven 
so he stands before God as if he had lived a perfect life. 
He is not regarded as perfect because Christ's perfect 
obedience has been imputed to his account. Rather, he 
stands perfect before God because his sins have been for -~ 
given. Justification comes through forgiveness which 
comes to us through the precious blood of Christ (pp. 3, 4). 


At this point, perhaps some are wondering, 'Why deal with.dated 
material ?'' The fact of the matter is that although written over five 
years ago, it is not dated material. What bro. Willis said then is 
still representative of current thought on the part of many today 
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who continue to contend that justification is on the basis of forgive- 
ness. But quite frankly, and this is my reason for writing this 
article, I disagree that justification is on the basis of (that is, 
through) forgiveness. 

Why do I disagree with those who contend for justification through 
forgiveness? Well, for one thing, their terminology troubles me. 
Unless I have missed it somewhere, this terminology of justification 
through forgiveness is not to be found in the New Testament. How- 
ever, as opposed to such terminology, I do read in the New Testa~ 
ment that we are ''justified by faith’ (Rom. 3:28; 5:1). Yet, these 
brethren ignore the New Testament phraseology of "justification by 
faith, '' and come forth with their own phraseology of “justification 
through forgiveness.'’ Why is that? I believe that it is because 
there is a difference between the two, and that these brethren, 
whether they recognize it or not, have rejected the God-revealed 
concept of justification through forgiveness! 

Just here I must acknowledge that the New Testament does also 
say that we are "justified by his (that is, Christ's, DR) blood" in 
Romans 5:9. I bring this up because bro. Willis, as he argued for 
justification through forgiveness, related it to the blood of Christ. 
He said, as quoted above, "Justification comes through forgiveness 
which comes to us through the precious blood of Christ" (p. 4). 
However, even then it is still through faith. For, from Romans 3: 
29 we learn that Christ is our "propitiation through faith in his 
blood." 

Then another reason that I disagree with those who argue for 
"justification through forgiveness" has to do with their use of 
Romans 4:6, 8. As my earlier quotes of bro. Willis show, he be- 
lieves that this passage shows that we are justified because our 
sins have been forgiven. In other words, he believes that forgive- 
ness affects justification. 

However, I believe that it is just the reverse, as I believe that 
justification affects forgiveness. Go back to Romans 4:5: There 
Paul says that one's "faith is counted for righteousness."' Then in 
verse 6, he speaks of the "blessedness" of the one “unto whom God 
imputeth righteousness." From these two verses, we see that 
God's imputing righteousness to someone simply means that that 
one's faith is counted for righteousness. This is saying the same 
thing that Romans 5:1 says, that is, that one is "justified by faith. "’ 

And what is the significance of being ''justified by faith", that is, 
having righteousness imputed to you by God (Rom. 4:6)? Well, 
from Romans 4:7 we find that this means that one's "iniquities are 
forgiven" and his "sins are covered." In other words, as verse 8 
then points out, this means that sin is not imputed to that one's 
account. 

Thus, this means that as a result of having righteousness im- 
puted to him by God (v. 6), on the basis of faith (v. 5}. sin is not 
imputed to that one (v. 8). In other words, as a result of having 
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righteousness imputed to him (v. 6), one’s sins are forgiven (v. 7). 

As such, contrary to what brother Willis claims, this passage 
does not teach "justification through forgiveness.'' Rather, it 
teaches that we are justified by faith. Again, rather than teaching 
justification through forgiveness, it teaches forgiveness through 
justification. Likewise, it does not teach that forgiveness affects 
justification. No indeed! It teaches that justification affects right- 
eousness. 

In saying all of this, I am not trying to play down the importance 
of forgiveness. It is just that, at the very least, those who contend 
for justification through forgiveness are guilty of putting the cart 
before the horse. For, as Romans 4:5-8 so teaches, forgiveness 
does not affect justification. Rather, justification affects forgive- 
ness! | 

P.O. Box 277, Bellevue, Texas 72668 





YOUR LONELINESS TELLS ME 
SOMETHING ABOUT YOU 


MICHAEL HALL 


‘Do you mean to tell me the Bible talks about lonely people?” 
Yes, indeed! You see we of the twentieth century don't have any 
exclusive corner on the loneliness market. That painful sense of 
separation from significant others, of being estranged, empty, and 
unwanted, has been with us for a long time. Adam knew it. And 
God was not unconcerned. "It is not good for man to be alone..." 
(Gen. 2:18). That's the only thing God pronounced "Not Good" at 
the creation. Evidently, he has equipped us with an innate need 
for meaningful relationships and social gregariousness. 

Consequently, the Bible offers us many portraits of loneliness. 
For, to be human is to experience the pain of loneliness. Yet alone- 
ness (the physical side of loneliness, often a positive experience) 
and loneliness (the subjective, emotional, and inner awareness of 
being out-of-touch, unconnected, and empty) are multi-dimensional 
phenomenon. There are many different ways of experiencing it. 
None of us experience loneliness exactly alike. Nor are our own 
experiences of loneliness always the same. So with the biblical 
characters} their loneliness experiences often said different things 
about them. Sometimes it said something very negative about them 
(a judgment)! While at other times, it said something very positive 
and creative about them. Being "lonely" or “alone” doesn't always 
equate with being miserable or frustrated. Is that a bold and 
challenging insight for you? Read on. 

@ LONELINESS AS PREPARATORY. Frequently, God used soli- 
tude for training purposes. Joseph spent some 30 years away from 
family and friends. Those must have been lonely years, but they 


133 13 


prepared him for service. Moses spent all of his best years" (40 
to 80) in the wilderness tending sheep. But when he graduated from 
the school of Sinai, he had a degree in Solitude. He also had dis- 
covered the reality of God. What is there about such solitude that 
can help us develop in godly ways ? 


@ LONELINESS AS A RESULT OF SELF-PITY. Sometimes, how- 
ever, our loneliness tells on us—that we've been engaging in a pity 
party for ourselves. Like Elijah, we whine "...and I, even I only, 
am left..." (1 Kings 19:10, RSV). Yet he misperceived his situation, 
had over -dramatized it and had brought much of his gloom and 
depression upon himself. Self-pity almost inevitably locks us up in 
a prison of loneliness and emptiness. It tells us that we need to 
change the ways we've been thinking and acting. Jesus taught the 
principle of self-denial or self-death as the means to Life. Such 
paradoxical truth helps you remember it! The refusal to die to our 
Ego-self produces aloneness. "Unless a grain of wheat falls into 
the earth and DIES, it remains alone; but if it dies, it bears much 
fruit" (John 12:24). 


@ LONELINESS AS CASTIGATION. Pathetically, in ancient times 
lepers were ‘'shut up by themselves" and kept away from human 
society. They had to remain "outside the camp". Their castigation 
surely resulted in loneliness and- it stemmed from the danger they 
posed on others. If you've been castigated by some group which 
rejected you as if you were carrying a deadly disease—you probably 
know the feeling. Sometimes it is quite unfair. Group pressure 
works to prevent uniqueness, diversity, and nonconformity. But 
then sometimes it serves a healthy function—to keep the "commun- 
ity"’ of friends or believers from being contaminated by dangerous 
lifestyles or beliefs. 


@ LONELINESS AS A TEMPERING DISCIPLINE. In his declining 
years, Pavl sat alone in a dungeon beneath ground-level in Rome. 
“All deserted me", he wrote Timothy. "But the Lord stood by me 
and gave me strength to proclaim the Word fully..." (I Tim. 4:16, 
17). His reward for godliness, his badge for swimming against the 
current, and his trophy for faithfully serving Christ was loneliness. 
And yet it served as a tempering influence, disciplining him in 
ways that the harsh forces of persecution couldn't have disciplined 
him. Paul wrote, asking for Timothy to come, quickly, and bring 
some books, and, bring Mark. Quite a difference in Paul compared 
to his "sharp contention" with Barbarbas over Mark years earlier. 
The change, of course, could have all been in Mark; but probably 
it was also in Paul. I bet that his lonely jail experiences made him 
more mellow, more human, more sensitive to others. And God 
loves us THAT MUCH to use alone-times to temper our attitude 
and spirit! 


@ LONELINESS AS A PRELUDE FOR CREATIVITY AND COM- 
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MUNITY. No one seemed to cultivate the power of solitude like 
Jesus did. Frequently, the narrative describes him leaving his 
demanding schedules and the fawning crowds to find an isolated or 
"lonely spot’ where he could pray and meditate (e.g., Mark 1:35; 
6:23, 46; 7:24; 9:1). Yet afterwards, he would return full of vigor 
and energy, completely renewed. 


What does loneliness or aloneness say about us? Is it a positive 
renewing, upbuilding, and creative experience? Or, does it ruin 
us, filling us with negative emotions of rejection, unconnectedness, 
self-pity, and anxiety ? To be free from the fear of loneliness, each 
af us have to come to terms with solitude. For it's in solitude that 
we face ourselves and our God. The American cultural values of 
busyness, activism, and productivity go against the spiritual dis- 
cipline of ''waiting on the Lord". Yet for some people, the terror 
of loneliness threatens so severely, BECAUSE of the prospect of 
being alone with oneseijf. But as we learn to relate to ourselves 
in that inner sanctum before our creator, learning to accept our- 
selves and see ourselves AS HE SEES US, we are empowered with 
a healthy sense of self-esteem and the ability to GIVE OURSELVES 
away to others. 


The choice lies within each of us: shall I get bitter and angry be- 
cause I have a lot of aloneness which hooks my lonely emotions? Or 
shall I praise God for this discipline and use it in a creative way ? 


9427 Tennyson Avenue, St. Louis, Missouri 63114 
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“FORBIDDING TO MARRY” 
OLAN HICKS 


In two previous articles we have considered two basic errors of 
the traditional view of divorce and remarriage: (1) the sacrament 
concept of marriage and (2) the denial of a plain statement of scrip- 
ture in 1 Corinthians 7:15. In our second article we pointed out that 
the real issue in dispute is not actually DIVORCE and MARRIAGE. 
Every traditional brother with whom If have discussed it has admitt- 
ed that ANY divorce is acceptable, that is, although it is a sin to 
commit, the divorced couple may be pardoned and retain full 
fellowship with the church WHILE REMAINING DIVORCED! This 
is in regard to unscriptural divorces. No matter how wrong, unfair, 
or unjustified, they say it may be pardoned and cleansed by the 
biood of Christ, while they continue to be divorced. This was the 
position of my opponent in the Waldron debate (printed) and the 
Connally debate (printed). One brother with whom I am now engaged 
in a written debate said the divorce is "sinful but permitted."" This 
reflects serious confusion as to what transgresses the will of God 
and what conforms to the will of God. The fact is God designed 
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marriage as the right way for males and females to relate together 
on earth and approved it for the entire human race (Gen. 2:18; 1 Cor. 
7:2). It is DIVORCE that he expressly forbids. 'What therefore 
God hath joined together let not man put asunder" (Mat. 19:6). This 
is why the breaking of marriage involves sin, it transgresses the 
command of God (1 John 3:4). Notice that it is NOT the divorce 
"certificate" that is referred to but rather the ''sundering" of the 
marriage relationship. When people violate this relationship 
through failure to give their best to it, or by abusing their mate, or 
doing any combination of things that destroy the relationship, they 
commit this sin, whether they get the legal certificate of divorce or 
not. The Greek word "choridzo", used in Matthew 19:6 and 1 Cor- 
inthians 7:11, it NOT the word for LEGAL DIVORCE but rather 
refers to a "departing" or putting aside of the relationship itself. 
So actually what the word of God forbids is the deterioration of the 
marriage relationship to the point that divorce occurs. Brethren 
who believe and teach that such a deterioration itself is NOT sin, 
so long as a divorce certificate has not been obtained, are missing 
the whole point of scripture teaching on the subject. Confusion 
along this line has led them to a position of forbidding marriage 
itself in cases where a divorce has been obtained on unscriptural 
grounds. Their conclusion is that in such cases the divorced per- 
son may remain divorced but is forever disqualified for any mar- 
riage relationship. In essence this keeps the first relationship 
destroyed and prevents any rehabilitation of the person by formation 
of another relationship. It is reversed to fundamental Bible state- 
ments and is a concept based upon the notion of marriage as a 
sacrament, made in heaven and indestructible, and the notion that 
the divorce CERTIFICATE is what God condemns, not the destruc- 
tion of the relationship between two people. 


There are two very devestating consequences to the theory that 
marriage is forbidden to all unscripturally divorced people. Ac- 
tually there are many consequences, but these two are of particular 
significance. It has often been argued that "when in doubt" the 
marriage-forbidden way is the ''safest"’". I do not believe it is safe 
at all. In the first place, when you consider WHY God instituted 
marriage to start with, ‘It is not good that the man should be alone" 
and the reason Paul gave for ordering that "every man" and "every 
woman" be allowed a mate, i.e., "'to avoid fornication" (1 Cor. 7:2). 
I cannot see celibacy as a "'safe'’ way for most people. When the 
apostles mistakenly suggested that it is better NOT to marry, Jesus 
immediately said, "NOT all men can receive this saying" (Mat. 19: 
10-11). It is not wise to ignore the Biblically stated fact that there 
are plenty of people who "cannot contain" (1 Cor. 7:9). But besides 
all this, two very important considerations are: (1) To forbid mar- 
riage is to depart from the faith and give heed to doctrines of 
demons (1 Tim. 4:1-3); and (2) it is to literally cut off the Gospel of 
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grace from a large segment of the population of our nation and our 
world. When you say that to do a certain thing is to become an 
apostate from the faith of God and to give heed to seducing spirits, 
you're ta]king about a very serious consequence. This is not said 
of forbidding DIVORCE. It is said of forbidding MARRIAGE. Un- 
doubtedly this is because in the wisdom of God it will always be 
"Not Good" for persons of normal appetites and needs to try to live 
alone. God has given marriage as his approved way for these 
appetites to be fulfilled. To forbid people to abuse marriage is 
right. The Bible does that. But to set it aside totally for all who 
have abused it is to turn from God's way and to advance the way of 
Satan. 


And the second consequence, if you think about it, directly pro- 
motes the cause of the devil. Notice, our divorce rate here in 
America is over a million ayear, and has been for 15 or 20 years. 
Now tally that up. There are 2 people in every marriage. That 
means 15 million divorcesin the past 15 years and 30 million people 
who have become divorced, in addition to the number we already 
had. That is a large percentage of the adult population. According 
to the traditional theory, in every one of those cases, at least ONE 
of the persons becomes ineligible to ever participate in marriage 
again, and in many cases BOTH do. This means that somewhere 
between 15 and 30 million adults have become ineligible for mar- 
riage, permanently, in the last 15 years! To this huge number of 
Americans, traditional churches can only require that they give up 
their mate or give up their God. Their only choices are to repent 
of the sin of marriage-breaking and break another one, or be con- 
sidered ineligible for fellowship with the saints. I do not see how 
this can be considered a "safe"' way or even an acceptable way for 
Bible believers. In no case can the complete repudiation of either 
God or one of his appointed institutions be acceptable to Christians. 


All this confusion would be solved by the simple process of re- 
turning to fundamentals. Let God be the law-giver and the final 
judge. Let us be humbly obedient to him, trying our best to follow 
every instruction his word gives. If we truly do this, it will be a 
simple matter of recognizing that God intends for ONE MAN to 
marry ONE WOMAN and to remain committed in that marriage for 
life. When couples foul up, one or both, and the relationship is 
destroyed, sin has been committed by at least one and probably by 
both. God's answer to sinis very simple. { did not say "easy", I 
said "simple", made so by the sacrifice of Christ on the cross to 
pay for the sins of mankind. Because of this tremendous sacrifice 
we are provided with an "atonement". This atonement does NOT 
consist in our own works of "penance" nor in payments of “resti- 
tution", but in repentance and applying the blood of Christ in God's 
appointed way. Forbidding to marry is not the solution to our 
divorce problem, nor to any other sin problem. Correct teaching, 
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resulting in a reformation of life, IS the solution. ANY sin (other 
than blasphemy against the Holy Spirit) is forgiveable. But in any 
case of sin, the mind must be changed to harmonize with the mind 
of God on the matter. For people.who have broken marriages, it is 
not required that another marriage be entered nor that marriage 
NOT be entered. What is required is that the mind be changed 
about marriage so that it is seen as a life~long commitment. When 
the mind is changed to this concept, it begins to be applied in the 
person's life from this point forward. Whether they choose to 
remain unmarried or to marry, this mind change is essential, but 
the marrying or not marrying does not constitute sin. This is 
stated in scripture as plainly as words can say it. "Art thou loosed 
(divorced) from a wife? Seek not a wife. But and if thou marry 
thou hast not sinned, and if a virgin marry, she hath not sinned" 
(1 Cor. 7:27-28). It is obvious from all that the apostles wrote on 
this subject that they simply did NOT see in Matthew 19:9 what 
tradition later came to ascribe to it. When they wrote, by inspira- 
tion of the Holy Spirit, it is clear that marriage continued to be 
God's appointed way for men and women on earth, that breaking 
such a relationship continued to be wrong, and this sin, as all 
others, was handled by a WASHING in the blood of Jesus, and was 
followed by a mindset that’was bent upon honoring God's will in all 
things from that point on. Brethren, let’s return to these simple 
fundamentals today. Let’s get back again to the job of taking the 
Gospel of God's grace to the population of our world, ALL of it. 
Let's go for the transformation of lives that only sucha Gospel as 
this can achieve. And let's totally avoid man-made traditions that 
set aside the basic truths of God's word and destroy lives and souls. 
These mistakes carry terrible consequences. Let us not allow 
Satan to tell us that they are the safe way. 
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FROM THE EDITOR - from page 2 


The future course of the FF seems pretty well plotted by taking 
note of who is applauding the sale of the paper and its new editor. 
Garland Elkins, editor of the arch-legalistic "Spiritual Sword," 
Memphis, Tenn., said of the new deal: 


For years it has been a matter of great sadness and 
sorrow to "faithful brethren" (my quotes, rlk) that so much 
liberalism and compromise were advocated through its 
pages. Thank God at long last it is back in proper hands. 


Note that it was a "matter of great sadness and sorrow" only to 
"faithful brethren". ff you didn't fee] sadness and sorrow when you 
read the FF, then apparently you are not one of the "faithful." 


W.R. Craig said in The McCloud Messenger, McCloud, Okla.: 


The lamented G.H.P. Showalter published the paper for 
many years. It has been owned all this time by the Sho- 
walter family. After the death of bro. Showalter, the paper 
began to veer somewhat left of center. It lost the confi~ 
dence of many good brethren and subscriptions dropped. 


Very alertly, bro. Mike Willis, editor of Guardian of Truth, picks 
up On an apparent discrepancy in all this applause. 


The liberalism of the Firm Foundation was further to the 
left of the Gospel Advocate but to the right of Mission 
Journal. Though both brother Craig and brother Elkins 
state that the liberalism of the Firm Foundation was of 
concern to a multitude of brethren, one would never have 
known it from reading the periodical literature of our 
liberal brethren. Their belief that the Firm Foundation 
was going more liberal than these liberal brethren wanted 
to go was a conviction that could only be spoken in the 
closet and never printed on the pages of their journals— 
until the journal was sold. Then it was safe to express 
their convictions. (Gof T, August 18, 1983, pp. 26,27) 


Now, anyone who has regularly read the Firm Foundation and can 
then say that it advocates “liberalism" simply doesn't know what 
liberalism is! And to accuse brothers Craig and Elkins of being 
Hberal is like accusing the Pope of being Protestant! 


Those ‘who are not acquainted with our brotherhood method of 
"erading™ each other might be confused and deceived by the label 
of "liberal" or "liberalism". One might think the FF editor was 
one who didn't believe in the Virgin Birth, or in the Deity of Christ, 
or the resurrection, or the inspiration of scripture, which is the 
true meaning of liberalism. Our tagging of one another is just our 
way of describing the doctrinal stance of others in relation to our- 
selves on a number of issues, such as supporting orphans homes 
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and the use of instrumental music, plus a host of others which have 
nothing whatever to do with real liberalism. It is important to our 
people to identify the rung of the Jadder on which they stand, for 
this is our method of determining who are "faithful brethren". Only 
those who stand on the same rung with us are the faithful. Ali 
others have "veered" off in some other direction. Those below us 
are "antis” and those above us are "liberals". (We, of course, are 
the conservatives.) Or, another way of saying it, those who veer to 
the left are liberal and those who veer to the right are antis. 

Now, what would one have to do to merit the title of liberal, or 
be said to "veer" to the left? Preaching "grace" too often ls enough 
to warrant the charge of "emitting uncertain sounds.” Emphasizing 
the Cross event as the cause of our redemption instead of extolling 
the human virtue of "obedience" will cause the legalist to whisper 
"strange doctrine-’’ Teaching with Paul that we are not under law 
but under grace will earn one the title of ''Calvinist."" If you opt 
for an “imputed righteousness" from God instead of a personal 
righteousness through works of obedience, you will probably be 
removed from the roll of the faithful. And if you use the Revised 
Standard Version and put in a good word for the Crossroads church, 
then you may as well throw in the towel and try another line of 
work! 

As serious as this is, there is a thread of comedy running through 
the whole bit. Outsiders must not take us too seriously, and in- 
siders must not be confused by the "anti", "conservative", “liberal” 
dubbing. It's just one of those party games we like to play. 


Note: The concluding article on "Calvinism or Scripture" will be 
included in the next issue. - Editor 
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EDITORIAL INTOLERANCE - THE ANCIENT ENEMY 


A few years ago an American journalist asked a South American 
diplomat why his country had had so many revolutions. Very 
candidly the diplomat replied, "Because we just don't like one 
another." 

That could very well be the answer to our question, Why do we 
have so many divisions within the Church of Christ? We just don't 
like one another. Rather than to love the brethren our people have 
come to love an organization instead of the people who belong to it. 
"Church", to our peace disturbers, means "structured organization" 
rather than a body of redeemed souls, and the organization must 
be protected at all costs, even at the expense of the redeemed. 

The contradiction here is easily seen. 

There is no longer any need for us to warn of a possible division 
within the Church of Christ over the Crossroads issue because it is 
already taking place—thanks to Ira Rice, Jr. and his wrecking crew 
who are even now traversing the brotherhood feverishly whipping it 
up to insure that division takes place. Congregations are being 
labeled "Crossroads churches” and ostracized, preachers and 
professors are branded and fired, and individuals are being dis- 
fellowshipped — and all for the purpose of preserving our tradition. 

At best the "Crossroads Movement" (or its philosophy ) issue 
is only a matter of opinion, one dealing with methods rather than 
doctrinal or theological. This is the opinion of Dr. Neale Pryor, 
as reported in the Arkansas Gazette, June 23, 1983: "Dr. Neale 
Pryor, Harding's vice president for academic affairs, said ina 
telephone interview that the differences were not theological but 
‘more a matter of method.' He called Crossroads followers ‘good 
people who are overzealous.' He said he doesn't believe the move- 
ment will cause a split in the church. ‘It's just something you have 
to control,‘ he said."" Dr. Pryor is being optimistic. Apparently 
he has done little research on our past divisions, for, had he done 
so he would have found that all of our past divisions have been 
caused by unloving attitudes among brethren. The jssue is more or 
less unimportant for it serves only as an outlet for those possessing 
the party spirit. Issues are created, and by preachers! And God 
should be left out of them because he is not inthem! A few years 
back I had to admire one of our local elders who said publicly, 
"Every issue that has ever started within the church has been 
started by preachers!"' The admirable part is that it was said to 
an assembly of preachers! In a sense Dr. Pryor is right in his 
belief that the church won't be divided over the CRM, but it will be 
divided because of brethren possessing the party spirit, the cause 
of all divisions. 

Our heretic hunters remind me of the cartoon detective, Fearless 
Fosdick. He was called in once to handle a case where a grocer 
had mistakenly sold a can of poisoned beans. Putting his great 
analytical mind to work, he obtained the names and addresses of 
all who had purchased beans in that store on that day. Then he 

(turn to page 16) 
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THE AMSTERDAM CONFERENCE 


W. CARL KETCHERSIDE Part 2 


It is my eager hope that you will not become bored by what I say 
with regard to the International Conference of Itinerant Evangelists. 
From start to finish, this mammoth gathering made it obvious that 
it had assembled to learn. With few exceptions all of the speakers 
were instructors. The “how to'' was always emphasized. The 
program was designed to provide times of inspiration and worship, 
times of teaching and learning, times of fellowship and prayer, and 
times for sharing the faith with those who had not heard it. The 
conference was not called simply to bring together those who could 
enjoy one another's company. It was designed to train, encourage 
and minister to them so that they might, with greater efficiency, 
take the gospel to the ends of the earth. 


That it succeeded is evidenced by the letters I am receiving from 
men in Africa, India, Sri Lanka, Laos, Australia and other remote 
parts of the earth. I promised all of them I would mail them copies 
of my books if they would write me. They are doing so in ever 
increasing numbers. But without fail, each one tells me how he is 
employing in native villages the principles which were enunciated 
in Amsterdam. Men who go barefoot in their own land are taking 
the Good News to their own people. 


The first morning speaker was Sir Marcus Loane of Warrawee, 
Australia. A former archbishop of the Anglican Church in "the land 
down under" he had also served as principal of Moore Theological 
College. I had just read one of his books before I went over to 
Europe. One would have thought that if he was to hear a profound 
message, couched in theological verbiage, it would have been from 
one who had been "knighted. '' He spoke after a soul -rendering 
prayer by a Philippine youth worker. But Sir Marcus placed every- 
one at ease and hewed to the line. Pointing out that men do not 
recugnize truth at the point of its greatest significance, which is 
sin, he affirmed that, by going astray at this juncture, we had 
brought ourselves to a place of perpetual loneliness, sadness and 
depression. 


He pointed out that Paul lived in the same kind of world. Violence 
sta)ked the streets of the Roman empire. Conspiracies and assass- 
inations were commonplace. Immorality was indulged as a way of 
worshiping the gods. Rape was prevalent. Society had declared 
bankruptcy with reference to the social graces. Plunging into Rom- 
ans 1:16 he pointed out that the power of the gospel which could save 
was looked upon as the story of failure. It was simply the tale of 
another criminal who was tacked.to a cross. And he pointed out 


123 3 


that they not only crucified him, but made fun of him while he was 
struggling with his final gasps. They mocked him, saying, ''He 
saved others, himself he cannot save." And they were right. He 
came to die that others might live. Sir Marcus challenged those 
who were present to take that message in its starkness without 
smocthing it over our sugarcoating it for the world today. 


He was followed by Stephen Olford, currently president of En- 
counter Ministries, a universal outreach organization. For fourteen 
years he had been the preacher at Calvary Baptist Church in New 
York. Prior to that he served a congregation at Richmond, Surrey, 
England. He was born inAfrica. He defined an evangelist as one 
possessing a natural endowment and a spiritual enduement, with a 
passion for the lost in the presence of God. An evangelist, he said, 
is one with a gift, a task, and an aim, and who never forgets either 
in the world, the church or the home. Much stress was laid upon 
the home life of the preacher. 


With these two men the day sessions were launched: They never 
let down in quality. They were’ followed! bya thirty minute break, 
during which a sandwich and a.cup of coffee or tea:were provided'ta 
the almost five thousand’ who, Were presenti. One of the 107 work- 
shops then began. These were divided into: twakinds — designated: 
and optional. They were conducted by meniwho:were specialists. in: 
their fields. They covered: every. phase-of: world) evangelism from 
“The Evangelist's Family Life" to "Open, Air Preaching." Among: 
the seven I chose was one, entitled "Using: Apologetics in A Non- 
Christian Background."’ The lecturer: was: Dr..Ravi K. Zacharias: 
Born in India, he has liada profound influencein his native land! ap: 
well as in Cambodfa and Vietiam- He holds-the chair of evangelism: 
and contemporary thought at Alliance Theological Seminary in New 
York. 


The workshop:was sufted; to my, needs... It answered many of: my; 
questions about how to approach’ Buddhists, Shintoists and Muslims, 
and pointed out mistakes commonly. made by the uninitiated. The 
next day, I had) selected: a, workshop; conducted by Josh McDowell. 
I had read three of his: books before leaving home in preparation: 
The "homework" stood me in good stead. All of the workshops but 
one were excellent. They provided opportunity for talk back to the 
conductors and for exchange of ideas. In the one which bombed’ 
out"’ the speaker got off his subject:icompletely and began to tell 
about how much money he had made, and had to have in order to 
make a success. I objected to the workshop in the written analysis 
which all of us turned in. 


The late afternoons were free until dinner time at 5:30 o'clock. 
Arrangements had been made with KLM, the Dutch National Sir- 
lines, to prepare almost 5000 meals daily in their airline kitchens- 
The meals were substantial although they ran heavy toward rice. 
They were served with efficiency. The entire convention was fed in 
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about thirty minutes. I took full advantage of the opportunities 
afforded in the afternoons and at dinner to meet as many different 
people as possible. There were six at each table and I managed to 
eat with a new group at each meal. Currently I am writing to those 
who have written to me, sending them books and papers which I 
hope will aid them. The names are from every country in Europe, 
Asia and Africa. The people are hungering and thirsting for the 


word. I am resolved that they shall be filled to the extent I can be 
used. 


Some of them are most interesting. One works in the hostels in 
South Africa where the diamond miners are housed for nine months 
atatime. Another is laboring with the Masai tribe and has killed 
three Jions with uis spear when attacked. Still another is engaged 
in telling three villages about Jesus. All of the inhabitants are 
Muslims. He has been stoned and once was arrested and imprison- 
ed with nothing to eat or drink for four days. Another who wrote 
me asking for my books daily teaches little children under a spread- 
ing banyan tree. It is the only school available for many miles. 


Some funny things happened because of cultural differences. In 
order to house all of those who attended arrangements had to be 
made for many hotels in Amsterdam. Some of the men from tne 
hinterlands had never really eaten at a table and had never been in 
a hotel. When the first luncheon was served the people at the 
Marriott and Hilton were treated to a table full of folk who took up 
their soup bowls and loudly slurped from them. When it was an- 
nounced they could make themselves at home in the lobby, they 
appeared barefoot, having discarded the uncomfortable shoes which 
confined feet unaccustomed to them. 


I was amazed to see some of them who began Bible studies and 
group prayer meetings in the lobbies, greatly to the consternation 
of worldly hotel managers who could only wring their hands as 
strangely -dressed men prayed for them and buttonholed other 
guests to see what they thought of Jesus. It was worth the cost of 
the trip over to watch men who spoke fiveor six different languages 
all seeking for some means of conversing. But the genuine love 
that gleamed from their eyes made up for lack of words. Being one 
of the oldest men in attendance, several hundred quietly adopted me 
as ‘their grandfather away from home" and were always surround- 
ing me to talk and learn. 


The movie "Jesus" was shown almost continuously in the after- 
noons. It is a powerful presentation in 68 languages. It is soon due 
to be trans)ated into 271. Filmed in Israel, the two hour movie is 
based on Luke's record. Every word spoken by Jesus is taken di- 
rectly from the scriptures. During the past few years it has been 
shown in towns and villages throughout the globe. Men and women 
on motorcycles, and on horseback, have taken it to remote areas 
of the earth showing it on portable projection equipment. The film 
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"The Prodigal" was also shown one afternoon, as was the life of 
Corrie Ten Boom, who had died shortly before the conference 
opened. These enforced the fact that one of the most effective ways 
open to us in this generation is that of visual aids. We recall what 
we see better than what we hear. 
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SIZING UP THE BRETHREN — FROM BOTH SIDES 


SIDE II 
SIZING UP THE ANTIS - AN ORTHODOX PERSPECTIVE 


BOB D. LEWIS 


Who are these folk we call "antis"? We are told that they are 
brethren who make laws where God has made none. It is said that 
they don't love orphan children and that they don't believe in co- 
operating with other brethren in the preaching of the gospel. They 
are thought to be somewhat selfish in that they don't believe in 
helping the poor unless they are Christians. Furthermore, they 
make something holy out of the church building—refusing to use it 
for other good works beside worship, such as sharing a meal to- 
gether. They appear to be inconsistent—supplying facilities for the 
cooling of (drinking) water, but disallowing facilities for the heating 
of (coffee) water. 


The "anti'’ segment of brethren generally does not acknowledge 
any "fellowship" to exist between themselves and ourselves (whom 
they call “liberals"). They believe that we have failed to confine 
our congregational activities to such things as are "'authorized" by 
the New Testament pattern, as they perceive it. They sincerely 
believe we have taken liberties in executing our duty which are 
unscriptural. They believe that many of what we call "good" works 
cannot be good because they go beyond the boundaries of the Scrip- 
tural pattern by which "good" is defined. They do not consider 
themselves to have made laws where God has made none. They 
merely believe that what is not authorized is disallowed. In other 
words, where the Scriptures are silent they bind silence — they 
merely hear more silence than we do. 


To attempt to understand the "antis"” there are three things which 
must be kept in mind: (1) They are our brethren. And any view of 
“antiism" which fails to bear this in mind has strayed at the outset. 
These folk we call "antis'" are our brethren —deserving of our 
prayers, our thanksgivings and our service. The fact that we may 
view them as "'weaker" brethren does not make them second class 
brethren. God loves His weak children just as much as He does 
the strong ones. And he who does not love him who is loved by the 
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Lord still walks in darkmess (I Jn. 2:9). (2) They are conscientious 
brethren. They are brethren whose sincerity or single-mindedness 
has led them to interpret Scripture in such a way that they simply 
cannot conscientiously approve. You might as well ask them to let 
you play a piano in their Sunday morning service as to ask them to 
use church funds to support certain activities. They are constrain- 
ed by conscience. And any attempt to critique 'antiism" without 
this awareness is radically mininformed. It is nothing less than 
the dynamic of conscience which has led these brethren to courage- 
ously part company with family and close friends of long standing 
in order to embrace that which they perceive to be the sovereign 
will of God. 


(3} They learned their "patternism" from us. "Antiism" did not 
originate in a vacuum. It came from within the very bosom of the 
church. In fact, as shall hopefully become clear, antiism was born 
out of a Twentieth Century Restoration Movement view of Scripture. 
Where else did they learn such terms as ''direct command, 
necessary inference and approved apostolic example" except from 
us? Where, except from us, did they get the idea that if the 
Scriptures do not "authorize" a practice it is thereby wrong— re- 
gardless of how "good" it may sound? Where, except from our own 
"search for the ancient order" of things did they come up with the 
notion that institutions other than the church for doing the work of 
the church are wrong? Where, except from us, did they get the 
idea that anyone who teaches that which goes beyond the Scriptural 
pattern should be viewed as unfaithful and unsound? Where, except 
from our own example, did they learn to turn away from and avoid 
associating with brethren who included in their work and worship 
items which ve believe to be outlawed by God's silence in Scripture? 


Most of us converted most of them. They learned how to evaluate 
doctrine under our tutelage. They were educated in our schools. 
It was we who first excited them with the philosophy of restoration- 
ism. It was from our sermons they learned such slogans as "speak 
where the Bible speaks,"' etc. It was the word from our pulpits 
which thrilled their hearts, making them rejoice that we had finally 
restored true New Testament Christianity by strict adherence to the 
New Testament pattern of work and worship. Is it any wonder they 
find security in conservatism ? 


It is to our credit that they are profoundly conscientious. It was 
we who instilled in them as young students the determination to 
study the Scriptures for themselves and to build their lives and 
their churches upon its teaching (or their understanding of it). It 
was our rhetoric which romanticised, idealized and mobilized the 
idea of one man standing against the world in order to defend the 
"truth" as he saw it—regardless of the consequences. It was at our 
hand they learned the rule for determining Scriptural authority and 
by our hand they learned to apply it. And it was by our specific 
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instruction they learned to choose the - path - which -is-right-and-~ 
cannot - be - wrong of following book-chapter-and-verse for every 
single thought and practice in worship and work. We taught them 
to turn away from all who did not the same. And now they've turned 
on us. 


It cannot be doubted that those men who led the way into antiism 
were from the ranks of the most sincere and conscientious brethren 
among us. But they were also from among those who viewed faith- 
fulness in terms of legal conformity. While there has always been 
a nucleus of brethren for whom Christianity is interpreted essen- 
tially in terms of relationships based upon God's love and right- 
eousness, they have not constituted the mainstream of thought. By 
far and away the most predominant view among Churches of Christ 
is that Christianity is essentially law-keeping. The better the 
law~keeping the better the Christianity. In turn, the philosophical 
origin and conceptual basis for antiism is simply better law-keep- 
ing. And which of us can find fault with that ? 


The cause of conflict, however, between the antis and ourselves 
is not whether they or we do a better job of law-keeping. The 
conflict arises out of the question of who has the best law? In other 
words, who has the best understanding of what the law of God is? 
We both agree that he who fails in keeping the law is merely weak, 
whereas he who denies the law is unfaithful. But we haven't agreed 
upon what the law is. While we say it is the same law it has always 
been, prior to the rise of "'‘antiism", the antis say it is the same 
law it has always been prior to the rise of "liberalism.'’ So we both 
agree — the law is what God says in Scripture. 


So where is the disagreement? It is not about what God says. He 
says what is in the Bible—on that we agree. We differ, quite simply 
over what God meant by what he said. For example, we both agree 
that God says we should meet regularly and edify one another. We 
even agree that by this God means (although He doesn't specifically 
say so) we may build a building in which to edify one another. But 
does He mean we may edify in that building only through the use of 
specific means (e.g., prayer, singing, etc.) or may we use other 
means so long as they are edifying (e. g., instrumental music)? Or 
does He mean we may only use the building for one kind of edifica- 
tion ("worship") or may we use it for other activities so long as 
they are edifying (e.g., sharing meals)? As to the first question 
we both agree on our answer. As to the second, however, we dis- 
agree. The antis interpret the law to be more restrictive in this 
area than we do. 


So while we both have the same law we have come to interpret it 
differently. The antis have merely placed a more strict construc- 
tion or interpretation upon the meaning of the law, while we have 
merely placed a more loose construction upon the meaning of the 
law. On the other hand, our brethren in the Christian Churches 
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accept a more loose loose-construction than we, whereas the 
"non-Sunday School''brethren use a more strict strict-construction 
than the antis. But on one thing we all agree —we accept all who 
are to our right (more "anti" than we) and we reject all who are to 
our left (less "anti" than we). Consequently, we are always ac- 
cepted by those to our left and rejected by those on our right. 


Now Paul says we should accept one another just as Christ ac- 
cepted us (Rom. 15:7). We might retort, however, that Christ 
accepts us only when we are obedient to Him (by which we mean to 
imply that those who disobey what we think the law means are not 
to be accepted by us). And perhaps this raises a question which at 
last may get to the very heart of the conscientious factionalism so 
characteristic of persent-day Restoration Movement churches- 
What is the basis upon which we are made acceptable to Christ? 
Only after we have correctly answered this question in relation to 
Christ may we have the basis for a correct understanding of the 
words, "just as"' in relation to our brothers. Until we, as a brother- 
hood, have a thorough understanding of the basis for our accepta- 
bility with Christ we cannot have a correct understanding of our 
proper relationship to one another. 


We have never been and shall never be accepted by Christ upon 
the basis of perfect obedience (which is what righteousness is). We 
are accepted initially because of our faith in the perfect obedience 
of Christ. Because Christ died God counts His perfect obedience 
(His righteousness) as ours. Because of our faith God imputes to 
us (counts or reckons as ours) the righteousness or perfect obedi- 
ence of Christ. He accepts our faith in Christ's perfect work in 
lieu of our own perfect work (which we are unable to perform). 
Baptism is an expression of that faith and may be properly called a 
washing but because of the faith. Baptism is the passive response 
of an active faith. It is not a law by which we are justified (made 
righteous) through obedience. 


Christ accepts us upon the basis of our living faith alone! He 
accepts us, therefore, with all our ignorance and misunderstanding. 
In fact, that is the only way He can accept us, since that is the only 
way we can come to Him. While we afterward spend a lifetime 
learning and increasing our understanding —all of us starting at 
different times and learning at different rates—we never learn it 
all. Forafter all is said and done, we depart this life still ignorant, 
still misunderstanding and still imperfect. So from beginning to 
end, from first to last, we are accepted with Him because of our 
faith and in spite of our unintentional misconduct and misunder- 
standing. It is not our perfect law-keeping, but Christ's, by 
which we are able to stand with confidence before God in 
judgment— expecting mercy for our shortcomings as we have 
shown mercy toward the shortcomings of others. 
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“Antiism" is the logical extention of current Restoration Move- 
ment legalism, by which each individual's acceptability is deter- 
mined by his obedience to law, and the obedience to law which is 
acceptable is determined by each individual. When salvation is 
thought to depend upon perfect obedience to a code of law and each 
individual is thought to be responsible for his own understanding of 
the law, it becomes necessary for each man to interpret the law 
for himsejf. Then, when the law is thought to require an individual 
to withdraw from all who interpret the law incorrectly (that is, 
differently than he), each man must consequently withdraw from all 
who do not interpret the law exactly as he does. Asaresult, "the" 
truth becomes, on a personal level, the equivalent of "what-I-believe 
-the-truth-to-be"”. It is an ‘'T'm - right - and - everybody - else ~is- 
wrong" outlook. It is because it has to be. That is the only kind of 
outlook we can afford to have when our salvation is thought to de- 
pend upon legal conformity. 


There have always been and shall always be "antis’' (who exclude 
their brethren from fellowship—for that is the essential definition 
of an "anti’') so long as fellowship is thought to be predicated upon 
obedience to "'the-truth-as-I-see-it'".. Such an approach to unity is 
the seed bed of division from which conscientious factionalism 
perennially sprouts. We shall never be united so long as we are 
united in our view that unity demands a united view of what the law 
means. There has never been a unified Restoration Movement view 
of what God means by every single line of Scripture. We have 
simply substituted a system of selective conformity for absolute 
conformity (which we know to be just as impossible now as it was 
inA.D. 83). 


If the "antis"’ are to be blamed—as they are sure to be—perhaps 
their guilt shall lie untimately in having been better Pharisees than 
we. To say the least, they have done everything we taught them to 
do—only their lawyers were more astute than ours. They found 
laws we never imagined to be in the Book. Their greatest offense, 
however, is in having rejected those who differ with them as un- 
faithful. But, that too they learned from us. The question 
remaining is, simply put, when will we ever learn? 
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",.. THAT THE WORLD MAY BELIEVE..." 


The "Death of the Custodian" by W. Carl Ketcherside, is now back 
in print under the above book title, thanks to Boyce Mouton of Carl 
Junction, Missouri. At these ridiculously low prices listed below 
you will want to order several copies to pass out to friends. They 
make excellent gifts, and in my opinion this is one of Carl's best. 
1 copy - $2.00. 6 copies - $8.48. 12 copies - $15.60. These prices 
include postage. Soldat cost. Order any number from Ensign. 
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Caivinism or Scripture? 


R. L. Kilpatrick 


This is the final article in the series on Calvinism or Scripture 
in which I have been responding to Tom Roberts’ article in the 
Guardian of Truth magazine. For the benefit of those who have 
recently subscribed to Ensign, in the above mentioned article, bro. 
Roberts laid out eleven categories of teaching which he refers to as 
Calvinism, which he believes our grace/unity brethren teach. Let 
me mention again that no one has appointed me spokesman for our 
grace/unity brethren. What I have said are my thoughts entirely, 
but I am confident that most of those of whom bro. Roberts accuses 
of teaching Calvinism will agree with what has been said. I have 
responded to the article in GoT item by item, and after studying 
the items carefully, I am not too sure that Roberts can tell the 
difference between scripture and Calvinism. He seems under the 
impression that everything that Calvin taught just has to be false 
doctrine "because it is Calvinism." But Calvin taught many things 
that is just plain scripture, such as the virgin birth, the inspiration 
of scripture and a whole host of other things that have a sound 
biblical foundation. If we teach the same thing, having the same 


scriptural base, then it is not Calvinism that we teach. but Bible. 
When Calvin teaches truth, what do we lose by giving him credit? 


I don't know of anyone living who will agree with everything that 
Calvin taught, in fact, if Calvin were alive today I doubt that he 
would agree with himself on all matters. [ff Calvin loses his soul 
because he may have misinterpreted some scriptures, then we're 
all lost. I don't know of a single Christian today who will affirm 
that he has perfect understanding of all biblical doctrines, yet he 
will continue to teach what he understands. But I do know a lot of 
those who belong to bro. Roberts’ segment of the church who do not 
agree with him on all that he has written on this particular subject. 
So it appears that Calvin stands about the same chance of being 
saved as does bro. Roberts. 


It is easy to learn just what bro. Roberts believes about the 
subjects on which he has chosen to stand, simply by turning his 
statements around and restating them positively or negatively. Note 
the following: 


FELLOWSHIP 


A. There are Christians among the denominations who are in 
full fellowship with God. 

B. Anyone who limits fellowship on doctrinal matters is guilty 
of legalism, Judaism and "perfectionism." 

C. Members of the churches of Christ are Christians only but 
not the only Christians. 
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This is his understanding of what grace/ unity brethren teach 
about ''fellowship,"’ and he has stated it fairly accurately. Now let's 
turn his statements around so as to reflect his own understanding. 


A. There are no Christians among the denominations and none 
are in full fellowship with God. 

B. Fellowship must be limited on doctrinal matters to those who 
teach grace, freedom in Christ, and that all are sinners. 

C. Members of the churches of Christ are not just Christians 
only, but the ONLY Christians! 


Possibly if bro. Roberts had turned his own statements around 
he may have been too embarrassed to record them. It hardly seems 
necessary to reply to such an exclusive approach to salvation. 


In the stated context, there is no question but that bro. Roberts 
limits the meaning of fellowship to that of Christian "association" 
based upon mutval approval. However, the biblical useage of the 
word does not lend or limit itself to this definition. Fellowship has 
to do with a relationship sustained with Christ. Fellowship extends 
vertically from the believer to Christ, and then horizontally from 
brother to brother. Without vertical fellowship there can be no 
horizontal fellowship. Those who sustain a vertical relationship 
with Christ automatically sustain a horizontal relationship with 
each other, based upon each one sharing a life that is "common". 
What one Christian does or thinks about another Christian has no 
effect whatever on the vertical relationship. Through faith, the 
believer's residency is firmly established in Christ and there is 
nothing that any human being can do to change it. 


Fellowship is from the Greek word "koinonia'" and means to 
"share in the common life" which is in Christ, 'God is faithful, by 
whom you were called into the fellowship of his Son, Jesus Christ 
our Lord" (1 Cor. 1:9). From the same Greek word comes "common" 
"commune", "communication", "community", "communion", and 
"partake", as well as others. Common life does not have reference 
to a "common life - style" that may be shared by believers, but 
"common" in the sense of its single source, the life of Christ which 
he shares with all believers. Those who possess the common life 
form a "common -unity"’, community of believers, the church. 


That which is shared with the believer is what Christ has to 
share. That which Christ shares is "life'". Since the believer 
shares in the life of Christ, and since the life of Christ is unceasing 
then the believer shares in (or has) "eternal life."" Eternal life is 
not something that Christ takes from himself and gives to the be- 
liever separate and apart from the giving of himself. Eternal life 
is the natural endowment that belongs to those who become a part 
of Christ's spiritual body. In this context, life and Christ are 
synonymous. 
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Those of us who teach that the believer has eternal life NOW are 
often accused of teaching ''once-saved-always-saved.'' They reason 
that if we have eternal life now we can never be lost because if we 
could be lost then the life was not "eternal" to begin with. Again, 
eternal life {and there is no difference between "life" and "eternal 
life'')is not something we possess of ourselves. It belongs to Christ 
alone. It is shared with those who are in him by virtue of being 
"in him.'' The only question is whether or not one may be severed 
from Christ. According to Paul in Galatians 5:4, it is a distinct 
possibility: 'You are severed from Christ, you who would be justi- 
fied by the law; you have fallen from grace." To be "severed" from 
Christ is to be severed from eternal life. So one can possess 
eternal life NOW and still lose it. If, like the Galatians, one begins 
with faith and ends with insisting upon law-keeping as essential to 
salvation, then he too will be severed from Christ and eternal life. 
Nctice that the Galatians did not cease to believe in Christ as they 
began to insist on keeping the law of Moses. They simply believed 
that something in addition to faith was necessary in order for one 
to be saved. They wanted to be saved by faith AND works. Like so 
many of our people the Galatians didn't feel safe with just the grace 
of God given to them, but felt that they had to supplement grace 
with works of law. In their attempt to earn it they lost it. 


We can lose eternal life today in the same way if we make laws 
where there are no laws and set them up as "'conditions" of sal- 
vation. In the context of which we speak, salvation is unconditional! 
If it were "by law" it couldn't be ‘by grace.’ Where conditions are 
set up as a requirement for receiving something in return for doing 
it, then it falls under the heading of 'merit"’—for complying with 
the demand. This is Galatianism pure and simple. If brethren 
make even baptism a condition for receiving eternal life, then they 
have done exactly what the Galatians did. They have added law to 
grace, andthisis why the Galatians fell from it! Thereis no dif- 
ference. Those who are guilty of making laws out of New Testa- 
ment examples, inferences, and/or implications, and impose them 
upon the brotherhood as conditions for eternal life fall under the 
same anamatha as the first century Galatians. They have perverted 
the gospel of grace. Baptism is the sinner's appeal to God for a 
clear conscience, not a dutiful compliance toa so-called New Test- 
ament law. To teach anything other than faith as a requirement for 
salvation is to preach another gospel (Gal. 1:6, 7). 


It is God alone who can make the determination to cut off a soul 
from eternal life. It is therefore impossible for an eldership or 
anyone else to disfellowship another brother or sister, or another 
congregation. The very term "'disfellowship" is unscriptural. And 
for a congregation to disfellowship another congregation (or to 
presume to do so), it is not only unscriptural, it is anti-scriptural, 
in that it works against the welfare of the body of Christ. Not only 
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that, when members of a congregation follow the dictate of its 
elders to ostracize another congregation they commit the same sin 
as the elders. The practice is unheard of in scripture. It violates 
the spirit of love which is the way that the world is supposed to 
recognize the disciples of Christ (John 13:35). If love was against 
the law, most members of the Church of Christ would never run 
afoul of the law. Ovr people seem to believe everything the Bible 
says, except the part that talks about love. 


God in the exercise of his divine wisdom did not give fallible 
human beings the power nor the prerogative to remove a brother or 
sister from the fellowship of Christ. All who love God and rely 
upon the sufficiency of his grace for eternal life can never be dis- 
fellowshipped. 


For I am sure that neither death, nor life, nor angels, 
nor principalities, nor things present, nor things to come, 
nor powers, nor height, nor depth, (nor preachers, nor 
elders), nor anything else in all creation will be able to 
separate us from the love of God in Christ Jesus our Lord 
(Romans 3:38, 39, my insert). 


How utterly presumptuous for someone to speak of removing a 
brother from the fellowship, whether he be a member of the Church 
of Christ or some other denomination, as if he existed on some 
higher spiritual level than us mere mortals. He has the same need 
for grace as any of us Sinners, and he should be just as willing to 
"receive one another just as Christ received (him)"' (Rom. 15:7). 
What was our condition when Christ received us? ''While we were 
yet sinners... while we were enemies we were reconciled to God 
by the death of his Son... ' (Rom. 5:6, 10). We were sinners and 
enemies of God and too helpless to change our condition until Christ 
died in order that he might bring us into his fellowship. We cannot 
have an attitude different from Christ and have "the mind of Christ" 
(Phil. 2:5; 1 Cor. 2:16). Those who roar and roam the brotherhood 
seeking whom they may disfellowship are in the employ of Satan. 


What bro. Roberts has set forth in items A, B, & C smacks of 
sectarianism through and through. Who would even dare to say that 
there are no Christians among the denominations in FULL fellow- 
ship with God (can anyone be in "partial" fellowship with God?)! 
When bro. Roberts uses the word "fellowship" he has in mind the 
horizontal "relationship'' between Christians and should not be 
confused with our vertical relationship with Christ. Brethren may 
disown, socially ostracize, and/or refuse to associate with one 
another, and do, and should, under the right circumstances, but 
they cannot disfellowship or ‘Timit"' fellowship under any circum- 
stance. 


The question constantly arises on how we should regard those of 
other denominations, especially those who have not been immersed. 
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Can we have fellowship with them? Here again the term "fellow- 
ship" is misused! but the meaning is, Can we have "association" 
with them? Carl Ketcherside has given the best answer to this 
question that I have ever read. 


The "larger question" is how I must regard and how I 
can relate to sincere and conscientious believers in the 
Messiahship and Sonship of Jesus of Nazareth. I would 
to God that I could lead all of these whom I love into the 
waters of some quiet "Jordan" and baptize them into the 
name of the Father and of the Son and of the Holy Spirit, 
after the example of him who said, "thus it becomes us" 
to do so. And yet, I would not have a one of them sub- 
mit to this out of human compulsion, partisan pressure, 
or sublimation of personal conscience. 

Here then are my conclusions. I will regard them as 
begotten of my Father and quickened by faith in the 
womb of grace. I will treat them as believers and not 
as pagans or heathen. I will go among them at their 
invitation to share any insights I may have in God's 
great revelation, and I will rejoice in and encourage 
any deeds of kindness and mercy in which they engage 
for the betterment of the world and the improvement of 
the moral and spiritual atmosphere breathed by fallen 
man! 

I will not conclude that all of them are bound for 
perdition but will allow God to judge their final destiny. 
His disposition of all who believe in Jesus must be ac- 
cording to his sovereign will and I will but attest that 
“his judgments are true and righteous altogether." But 
to regard those who are unimmersed as having been 
brought into the family relationship upon the same basis 
as those who have been immersed would make an empty 
farce of immersion and the testimony of the scriptures 
on the matter both useless and meaningless. This I can- 
not do and answer to my God with a clear conscience. 
(Mission Messenger, August, 1973) 


What this says is that God alone is able to judge the hearts of 
those who profess to know Christ. We have no choice but to accept 
them for what they claim to be, i.e., that they are children of God 
by faith. God will not condemn us for loving those who claim to be 
believers and who prove it by their good works. This is not com- 
promise. No one is compelled to give up one item of doctrine as 
the price of being kind to those who differ with us. The only thing 
that should be given up is sectarianism and the judgmental spirit. 
I don't become a premillennialist for loving one who is. I don't 
become a Baptist, Methodist, or Catholic by associating with those 
who are. I can love them because we love the same Savior. 
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EDITORIAL - from page 2 


sped to each address and mercifully shot each housewife before the 
unfortunate one could take the poison. Case closed. 


That seems to be a rather drastic way to solve a problem, but it 
is exactly the way that some of our people would rid the church of 
spiritual poison, i.e., destroy the church before it becomes con- 
taminated with impurities. 


The underlying cause of our present division over the Crossroads 
movement is the same as in all previous divisions, ''Because we 
just don't like one another."' Those issues that divide us are small 
enough that love would neutralize them all. 


We have stated over and over again that where legalism abounds 
division is soon to follow. The more we observe the brethren the 
more this is made evident. The legalist loves to divide, for, being 
"right'"' he loves to compare himself with others for he believes he 
is the standard. Those who fail to measure up must be separated 
from himself because they "goeth onward and abideth not in the 
doctrine of Christ."’ Our problem has not been a case of the legalist 
separating himself from what he calls "liberalism", but the case of 
legalist clashing with legalist in an attempt to out-legalize one 
another. One of our local legalistic congregations has divided four 
times within the last seven years, at last count. They have divided 
their ranks so thin that there is hardly anything left to divide. They 
occasionally get back together, seemingly to have enough members 
to make another division worthwhile. And for the life of them, they 
can't figure out what's wrong! "'... they just don't like one another." 


Love, because it is a subjective attribute (it may also be agape") 
is not normally found in the make-up of the legalist because he can 
conform to legal requirements (law) without the assistance of love. 
In other words, why bother with love when the important thing is to 
“obey''the law? We want to pursue this thought further because, as 
the S.A. diplomat said concerning political revolutions, the cause 
of our spiritual mayhem today stems from the same fundamental 
error, i-e., the lack of love among brethren. 


THE COMING REFORMATION 


Credit for most of the thoughts and quotes in this section must be 
given to Robert Brinsmead in his Essay 8 in Verdict magazine. 


Much has been said lately about a spiritual reformation that is 
sure to come. I wonder if we should speak of it as something down 
the road rather than in the present tense. It has already begun. 
Some may not recognize it because they have come to expect all 
spiritual reformations to bear the same identifying marks. But if 
there is one thing we have learned about God from scripture is that 
he does not always act, especially in the fulfillment of prophesy, in 
a way that is expected. Just when the Jews thought they had God 
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figured out he did the unexpected. They failed to accept their Own 
Messiah because he didn't conform to their image of him. In the 
Same way we may not recognize the beginning of reformation be- 
cause we are looking for certain signs. I am somewhat leery of any 
doctrinal system that has God's future "'acts"’ so defined and de- 
tailed that they could well issue a book of instructions on what to do 
when the event takes place, such as premillennialism. And, too, 
the kind of spiritual reformation that we refer to must surely en- 
compass the whole realm of Christendom, and not just our own 
small segment of it. Those internal strifes and divisions which we 
witness constantly among ourselves are but symptoms of the uni- 
versal malady that has afflicted the church from the beginning. 


What we are calling the ''coming reformation" is what others are 
calling "the downfall of Western Christianity. '' These predictions 
of Christianity's downfall in the West are not being made by atheists 
and agnostics, but by learned Bible scholars. They see a terrible 
fallacy in our current concept of the Christian system, a fallacy 
that has existed since the beginning and the one responsible for 
Christianity.'s bloody history; and one that God himself will have to 
correct because it is so deeply rooted in Western thought that itis 
beyond the power of man to remove it. What others see as the 
downfall of Christianity in our part of the world may very well be 
the "coming reformation" seen by others. 


This great fallacy of wiiich we speak is what Robert Brinsmead 
refers to as the misunderstanding of divine justice, that our concept 
of it is based’upon the Latin theory of the atonement of Christ. 


In the eleventh century A. D:, Anselm developed 2 theory 
of: atonement to explain:why. Christ had to die. He articu- 
lated a theory on the "Satisfaction" of divine justice based 
on the Latin'philosophy of law. In: historical theology this 
is known as the Latin:or forensic theory of the atonement. 
The Reformers stood in Anselm's tradition. They further 
developed the Latin theory of making the law the object of 
"satisfaction" or 'payment of debt" in the death of Christ. 
Thus, the theory of the ‘vicarious satisfaction of divine 
justice" or "penal substitution'' entered the stream of 
Protestant orthodoxy. - Verdict, Essay 8, 1983, p. 8 


His thinking is:‘that the mindset which grew out of this Latin legal 
theory paved the way for all the atrocities that have ever been com- 
mitted in' the name of Christianity, and he blames ttie theory for 
developing ‘the spirit of intolerance. We must agree with him that 
most all crimes and murders committed in the name of Christianity 
is due in large measure to a misunderstanding of God's divine 
justice. But do the scriptures lead us to such a misunderstanding 
or is it due to human weakness? It is, of course, still a debatable 
question whether a misunderstanding of God's justice is the cause 
of man's inhumanity toman. Not all crimes are committed by. the 
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legalist. It is possible for those who understand grace and the 
freedom we have in Christ to be just as intolerant as the legalist. 
Martin Luther is a case in point. While a legalist he appealed to 
others to deal kindly with the Jews, but as one who came to under- 
stand the meaning of grace, he advised his followers to "eradicate 
Jewish homes and synagogues by burning them to the ground and 
covering the site with dirt; prayerbooks and Talmuds were to be 
destroyed, rabbis silenced on painof death, travel forbidden, wealth 
seized, and usury stopped, young Jews were to be enslaved at hard 
tasks. As a final step, Luther advocated expulsion; 'Let us drive 
them out of the country for all time'.'' - Qp. Cit., p. 8, quoted 
from Richard E. Gade's ''A Historical Survey of Anti-Semitism." 


For the last 2000 years, Christianity has left a bloody trail in its 
trek through history. St is said that among the world's religions, 
Christianity is the most intolerant of all, that more crimes and 
murders have been committed in the name of Christ than from all 
other causes combined. Jews have suffered the most. For nearly 
2000 years they have been harrassed, looted, burned, expelled, 
hung, forced to profess faith, and countless numbers massacred, 
AT THE HANDS OF CHRISTIANS! Catholic intolerance has slain 
its millions... and Protestants are no exception. The arrival of 
Protestantism with Martin Luther did not eradicate intolerance but 
fostered it. Roland H. Bainton said, "At the moment of its begin- 
ning Protestantism was more intolerant than contemporary Cathol- 
icism"’. Zwingli, the Swiss reformer, launched a campaign to 
drown Anabaptists, Melanchthon drafted a memorandum demanding 
death for Anabaptists, and in Geneva, the home of Calvin, Servetus 
was put to death for his religious convictions. He refused to confess 
that Jesus is the eternal Son of God, but rather that Jesus is the 
Son of the eternal God, and for that slight difference he was burned 
at the stake. Rinhold Niebuhr said, "the grossest forms of evil 
enter into history as schemes of redemption, '’ and on and on it 
goes, even to this day. 


Brinsmead goes on to point out that Christians no longer put their 
fellow Christians to death, but not because the spirit of intolerance 
has been eradicated, but because the civil government won't allow 
it! Intolerance still reigns supreme. The sectarian spirit today 
is exactly that same spirit that put Christians to death in times 
past, and the only reason our brethren don't literally take the meat 
cleaver to one another is because the civil government has made 
laws forbidding it! Think of it. Civil authorities have to step in 
between Christians to keep them from killing each other. It is no 
wonder that Paul listed the "party spirit’ along with the vilest of 
all sins in Galatians 5:19-21. 


BRINSMEAD'S NEW DIRECTION 


Probably it was after contemplating the church's bloody history 
that Robert Brinsmead set himself in his "new direction", as he 


18 138 





| 
| 
| 
| 


phrased it. He has concluded that the traditional theological concept 
of God's "'justice'’ has been misunderstood, and that the crucifixion 
of Christ does not rest upon a legal base, that is, it was not in 
payment of a debt, nor was it "vicarious" (substitutionary). I am 
not ready to follow him in his new direction, because, if I under- 
stand him correctly, he is denying the very thing that gives meaning 
to the death of Christ. The scriptures teach very clearly that the 
death of Christ rests upon a legal base, the payment of a debt (of 
sin), the fulfilling of a law requirement, and that his death was also 
substitutionary —''He died for us'’. The scriptures that prove this 
are too numerous to list and it seems so unnecessary to do so. 


We have no problem agreeing with Brinsmead when he says, '‘an 
inherent intolerance in human nature cannot be denied. But we need 
to face the evidence that Western Christianity has given intolerance 
a theological basis." (ibid) The fact that Western Christianity may 
have given intolerance a theological basis, could just as well mean 
that the Western “misconception” could also be the result of "an 
inherent weakness in human nature." An intolerant attitude is 
succeptible to erroneous interpretations, and we have to be careful 
not to blame God and/or scriptures for man's inherent weakness. 
Our vast number of denominational divisions is sinful. Do we blame 
God, or do we blame man's weakness ? 


Brinsmead's new direction seems to be grounded on the stated 
principle, ''Insteadof making law the starting point and the principle 
which determines the shape of the entire structure of Christian 
theology, we believe that we must now begin with grace which was 
given us in Christ before anything else began (2 Tim. 1:9)."' (ibid) 


He is correct in stating that Western theology has made grace 
the servant of law, when it is the other way around. But to restrict 
the cross event to mean only a demonstration of God's love is to 
undermine the whole Christian structure and make Bible study 
meaningless. Brinsmead recognizes this and says, "We are mind- 
ful that this leaves many questions unanswered. The Bible pro- 
claims what God has done to save us but does not answer our 
questions about why he did what he did except that his love called 
him that way." ~ op. cit., p. 11. This says that we should just 
accept by faith the fact that God loves us and let it go. Brinsmead 
should know more than anyone else that the human mind does not 
operate this way.. The human animal is a "curious" animal and he 
must have answers, even wrong answers, to Satisfy this natural 
lust. He goes on to say, "'To live by faith means to live with un- 
answered questions. The propensity to insist on answering too 
many questions has burdened Christians with complex systems of 
theology and given them too many issues over which to fight and 
feud. - ibid. Theology has indeed given us too many issues, but, 
again, the problem is not whether we have or have not the correct 
answers to difficult questions, but a problem of attitude toward 
others who differ with us. Abandoning theology will not erase a 
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malady of the mind simply because there are no issues over which 
to fight. He who is possessed with the spirit of intolerance will 
create the issue! The solution is not in giving up trying to under- 
stand hard questions, but in finding ways to mortify the deeds of 
the flesh, namely how to expel the party spirit. If the spirit of 
intolerance exists in ones spiritual makeup, it must be drawn out 
and put away if there is to be any hope of salvation. There is noth- 
ing wrong with us that cannot be cured by a good case of Christian 
conversion! 

Even though we may not agree with all that Brinsmead says, he 
has nevertheless given us a lot to think about. There does indeed 
seem to be something terribly wrong with the traditional view of 
Christianity, and there is little doubt that law/justice, grace/ove 
are subjects not fully understood. But to coin a worn-out phrase, 
let's be careful that we don't “throw the baby out with the bath 
water."' Perhaps we were born for such a time as this, to assist 
in our own small way to emphasize the love of God and to bring our 
people closer together in Christian fellowship. 

We have taken this approach to the subject of intolerance so that 
you may understand what it is that feverishly drives some of ovr 
people to all sorts of spiritual atrocities in the name of ‘sound 
doctrine."’ It is not as if something new has taken hold of the 
brotherhood, but the ancient spirit of intolerance. It is the devil's 
work. It is his best weapon against the church. We can see it at 
work in those who oppose the Crossroads movement, a movement 
to restore the spirit of evangelism among the churches. 
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EDITORIAL SMORGASBORD 


GREETINGS 

We wish all of our Ensign readers the very best for this holiday 
season and for the year ahead. The Lord has been good to us. 
Thanks to each of you who have supported us with words of en- 
couragement and by financial contributions. May we ask that you 
continue to uphold our efforts during the coming months. 


A PERSONAL NOTE 

Now that your hearts are melted, hopefully, by all the good cheer 
running loose at this time of year, let me appeal to our supporters 
for financial help in establishing a printing equipment fund for the 
Ensign. In fact, a fund is already established but it seems that 
every little bit added is soon eaten up by inflation, which leaves 
the fund virtually at a standstill. The secondhand printing machine 
that { am using was bought seven years ago and was even then ten 
years past its lifetime expectancy. A repairman advised me to 
junk it. Since it was the closest thing I had to a printing machine 
I had to make it work, and it has been working for the last seven 
years, mostly on prayer. But the time is coming when it will have 
to be replaced, and they don't come cheap. So if you can helJp 
financially, make your check payable to Ensign Equipment Fund. 
Incidentally, your contribution is tax deductible. 


BY REQUEST 
One brother wrote and suggested that I run my picture with one 
of my editorials. OK, you asked for it. Here is anaction shot of 


Ye Ole Editor, busily engaged in putting out the December issue 
of Ensign. 





Well, ''tis the season to be jolly”, isn't it? Actually, the antiquity 
of the machine is slightly exaggerated. (turn to page 12) 
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THE AMSTERDAM CONFERENCE 


W. Carl Ketcherside Part 3 


To those who question the wisdom of taking so much time and 
space to record the events surrounding the International Convention 
of Itinerant Evangelists, held in Amsterdam, I have but one reply. 
I consider it one of the tangible and significant contributions to the 
coming reformation which is standing just outside the door, waiting 
for admittance. When it comes it must be of world-wide impact in 
this day of universal communication, or it will never get off the 
ground and become airborne. We now live in a global village and 
anything that is purely national will not fly. 


It must affect the Orient as well as the Occident. Precious people 
in the Far East, as well as the Near East and West must all be 
touched. And it is interesting to note what is happening in the 
former rice paddies of the world to hasten the day. We may yet live 
to see the time when we recognize that the tortuous war fought in 
the steaming jungles of Vietnam was not a useless struggle, but an 
instrument God could use to stir up the nest and shake loose people 
who were bound to their native land and to transport them to other 
parts of the world where the old gods and the old customs no longer 
dominated their lives. 


Right in the midst of all this, when the largest church on earth is 
in Korea, when millions of Christians came out of the woodwork in 
mainland China, when Japan and India have begun to show a lively 
interest in the claims of Jesus, the international convention was 
called. The timing was perfect. It was the first of its kind since 
Jesus set foot on the earth two thousand years ago. It was held in 
his honor. It could never have occurred before. Planes bearing 
the insignia of many parts of the earth converge on Schiphol air 
terminal. Dutch LLM planes cleave the skies to most of the great 
centers of the world. 


Four thousand men and women, representing 134 nations, speaking 
a welter of different tongues, attired in colorful costumes, turned 
their faces steadfastly toward the mammoth RAI center, covering 
the space of many football fields, and for ten days, from early 
morning until late at night were thrown together with others inter- 
ested in the same Person. In addition, a thousand others repre- 
senting the press of the world were busily engaged behind the 
scenes sending out dispatches and mailing out news coverage. A 
daily newspaper was published for the benefit of the attendees alone. 
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I was personally interviewed by a reporter from West Germany 
and by another from Austria. Regularly I was thrown into the 
company of a man from Toronto who has been with the Billy Graham 
organization for a number of years. Each morning as we had 
breakfast together we talked for a half hour about the changing 
world scene, and the part that the King of kings will play in it. 
People were brought together who might never have met. And they 
came together in the most favorable circumstances. Each day four 
of them huddled together to pray for one another. Sometimes the 
words were not distinguishable but one could tell by the fervency 
that he was being prayed for. 


It was no place for an introvert or a "loner’’. The polyglot pop- 
ulation would not allowyou to be withdrawn. Their eager and almost 
childish questions like so many human corkscrews were designed 
to draw you out of your bottle. The only thing everyone had in 
common was Jesus, and everyone was interested in Him. I was 
astonished at the lack of sectarian emphasis. And I was agreeably 
surprised at the fact that Jesus was supreme. Finally, I came to 
the conclusion that one had to be a professional to be a dyed-in-the- 
wool sectarian. And these people were not professional clergymen. 
How to get the message out that the earth was the visited planet, 
and the visit was by one from beyond outer space, was the theme of 
enquiry by the eager thousands. 


Amsterdam is a city of the flesh. Sex shops selling all kinds of 
erotic devices, contrivances and materials abound. Continuous 
pornographic movies are found everywhere. The red light district, 
extending for many blocks, is one of the most open and flagrant on 
earth. Homosexuals pander their bodies on the streets. But for ten 
days there descended upon this stinking cesspool, like a refreshing 
cleansing shower from heaven, the testimony of Jesus. One hundred 
or more evangelists went to sing, pray and proclaim Jesus on the 
street corners where pimps and prostitutes plied their trade. With 
kindness and firmness, the evangelists answered quesfions and 
testified of the love of God. There is a house dedicated to Jesus, 
right in the middle of the area. It is managed by consecrated young 
people from several nations including our own, who are daily on 
the street giving away scripture portions and ta]king with those who 
frequent such places. 


Just behind the huge complex where we met was one of the canals 
which are so prevalent in the city. Surrounding it is a huge and 
beautiful park, one of the many for which Amsterdam is famous. 
Dutch fishermen come out to cast their lures, and smoke their 
pipes and sit in silent contemplation. Every afternoon I would walk 
out to spend the better part of an hour in meditation. I reflected 
over what I had heard that morning. Sometimes I read some of the 
literature with which we had been blessed. As I thought back over 
my career, it seemed strange and incongruous that we had shivered 
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the religious world over some of the things which had so divided us, 
as if God were sitting in heaven reacting in righteous anger over 
every little problem that arose among us. I firmly resolved that 
upon my return home I would throw all of my energies toward unit- 
ing the body of my Lord wherever it existed. 


I was particularly touched by one speech. It was made by Kahlevi 
Lehtinen. He earned his master's degree from the University of 
Helsinki, Finland, and became a Luthern minister in 1964. He now 
resides in Mullheim, West Germany. He has had tremendous suc- 
cess with young people. He has been with Campus Crusade since 
1967, and became regional director of Europe in 1976. He was also 
general secretary for the youth ministry of People's Bible Society. 
His analysis of the letters to Timothy was nothing short of fascin- 
ating. 

Using 2 Timothy 2:2 as a take-off point he affirmed that it was 
written by the greatest itinerant of all time. Without planes, trains 
or buses, he traversed great stretches of territory until he exhaust- 
ed their possibilities. The letter was written to a young man whom 
he was training as an itinerant. This young man was one of many 
who traveled with him. Paul hada Traveling Bible School. It has 
been unequalled. It gave ''on the job" training. The students watch- 
ed as he met philosophers, cynics, atheists and agnostics and drove 
them under the table. 


The teaching consisted of the spoken word, '‘'the things thou hast 
heard of me." It resulted in commitment. ‘’The same commit thou 
to faithful men." He declared that we are to be especially concern- 
ed with faithful men who have the gift of teaching. He pointed out 
that Paul was always on the alert for a man who could become a 
teacher of others. It made no difference to him what such a man 
was when he first found him. He converted him soundly to Jesus 
and turned him loose on the world. He passed along this desire 
and motivation to others. Timothy was always looking for faithful 
men. The speaker asked how many took others with them in their 
work. Most of the hundreds of hands that were raised were from 
Africa and the East. Kahlevi pointed out that Paul traveled over the 
same territory from which many of them hailed. And he pointed 
out that this was the only secret of multiplication. It-was a stirring 
and moving presentation. 


In fact, the talk was so simple and uncomplicated that it made a 
stunning impression on the hearers. The points were all scriptural. 
They peppered down upon us like well-aimed pebbles. When I sat 
down out by the lake to review them they came back to me in orderly 
fashion. I consider that to be the essence, or criterion for a good 
speech. I felt indebted to this humble speaker from Finland, who 
with such unassuming grace taught me so much that I needed to 
know despite the fact I was almost twice as old as he was. 

139 Signal Hill Drive, St. Louis, Missouri 63121 
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WALKING IN THE LIGHT 
J. JAMES ALBERT 


Recently, in two religious journals I receive, there have been 
articles dealing with 1 John 1:7. The verse states: "But if we walk 
in the light as He is in the light, we have fellowship with one 
another, and the blood of Jesus Christ His Son cleanses us from all 
sin.'’ The writers in both of these journals did what we have tra- 
ditionally done with this verse, used it to justify divisions and the 
manifestation of the party spirit among brethren. Although both the 
writers used the same line of reasoning in interpreting and applying 
the verse, they were of different factions of the Church of Christ 
and it is well known that they would not recognize one another as 
being in the same fellowship. In fact, each would probably claim 
that the group of Christians with whom he was identéfied constitutes 
the one true Church of Christ in existence upon this earth today. 


The line of reasoning used by these two writers in interpreting 
the verse led them both to the following interpretation. "If brethren 
will walk in the light as we understand the scriptures to teach on 
certain doctrines that identify our party, we will have fellowship 
with one another, and the blood of Jesus Christ His Son cleanses us 
from all sin."" Neither of the writers will accept the other's party 
shibboleths, yet each uses the same line of reasoning in interpret- 
ing the verse and each quotes the verse to accuse the other of not 
walking in the light. To both these writers and their followers, 
although walking in the light means you must assert strict con- 
formity to certain doctrines, there is considerable latitude in 
thinking permitted with reference to doctrines that do not identify 
the party. Multiply the situation of these two writers by twelve and 
you have the Churches of Christ as they exist today, much divided 
and presenting a confusing picture to the world. 


It is ironic that the inspired apostle John who wrote this verse to 
encourage an intimate fellowship of brotherly love among believers 
in Christ would have his words used by brethren who claim to be 
true followers of God's written word to justify partyism, divisions, 
name-calling, and fraticidal feuding and fighting. How the beloved 
apostle must wince in pain when he hears a sincere brother referr- 
ed to as a brother-in-error and not worthy of being recognized in 
the name-caller's fellowship because he does not measure up in- 
tellectually, lacks nowledge or understanding, or refuses to give 
up his freedom to search and interpret the scriptures for himself! 
The leaders of each party give the impression that they are the 
epitome of intellectuality, have perfect knowledge and understanding 
and are absolutely correct in their interpretations of the scriptures. 
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In interpreting and applying 1 John 1:7 we have ignored the back- 
ground of the epistle, lifted the verse out of context to suit our 
needs, and trampled underfoot the obvious tenor of the epistle. 
This has been done in our quest to justify division by demanding 
conformity to our party shibboleths. The Holy Spirit did not guide 
the apostle John to write this letter for believers to use to justify 
separation of believers from the Gnostics who denied that Jesus 
was deity manifested in the flesh. The Gnostics said that there 
could be no state of fellowship between God and man. The inspired 
apostle John said that there could be, and was, and it was made 
possible by Jesus who was eternal with the Father and who was 
manifested in the flesh to us. He said that we heard this Jesus with 
our Own ears, saw him with our own eyes, and touched him with out 
own hands. Today we have confused our brethren with the Gnostics 
and are using scriptures to identify them to justify and perpetuate 
divisions among brethren. 


We have interpreted to "‘walk in the light'' to mean agreement 
with the particular doctrines that distinguish the party from those 
other parties who also wear the name of Church of Christ. To 
“walk in darkness" is to not assent to the distinguishing doctrines 
of the party. In the final analysis, each party has an unwritten 
creed by which to measure its members. A person who does not 
measure up cannot be a fellow-partisan. All of this by people who 
claim to be opposed to creeds! 


The apostle John was writing to encourage fellowship based upon 
love among believers in Christ. This is very evident throughout 
the letter. He says that our fellowship with one another mirrors 
our walk with God. The way we recognize and treat God's children 
is the way we treat him. "If someone says, 'I love God, ' and hates 
his brother, he is a liar; for he who does not love his brother whom 
he has seen, how can he love God whom he has not seen?" (1 Jn. 4:20). 


The inspired apostle's assertions for a fellowship based upon 
loving service to one another condemns the factional attitude and 
party spirit that are the causes of our divisions. They condemn 
the self-righteous attitude of exclusivism manifested in the idea 
that our party constitutes the one true Church of Christ in existence 
upon this earth today. They condemn the holier-than-thou attitude 
of viewing and calling fellow believers ‘brethren-in-error" be- 
Cause they can't conscientiously conform to some of our interpre- 
tations. 


Our use of 1 John 1:7 is indicative of a philosophy that has been 
fatal in our efforts to unite believers, and thus detrimental! to 
converting the world. I pray that this philosophy will not be eter- 
nally fatal for us. All I ask brethren is that you think on these 
things as objectively as possible. 

P.O. Box 811, Corcoran, California 93212 
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Attitudes, Brethren, and the Bible 
Charles Gevser 


In recent years I have wondered about the attitudes of religious 
people I have met concerning interpreting more difficult passages | 
of the Bible. It has been confusing for me to clearly understand | 
why there is a strong reluctance to study some things "hard to be | 
understood.'' It seems that our behaviour should be in atcord with 
what we have advocated for many years—that we each realize there 
are difficult verses in the Bible and that we will always be willing 
to examine in further light of God's Word just what those passages 
may mean. But from personal experience it. appears that especially 
in the leadership of the Lord's body there are those who will not 
“look again" at what they have believed. We have been to the point 
of viciousness with our denominational neighbors about this kind of 
temperament, yet are guilty of it ourselves. 

Webster's Third Collegiate Dictionary defines the term 'open- 
mindedness" as "having a mind open to new ideas; free from 
prejudice and bigotry." Again may it be noted that we have urged 
our sectarian friends to consider, be willing to look, study, re- 
searcha subject, yet we have not contemplated the same attitude 
with each other as Christians. We have bemoaned the divisions 
within the ranks of God's people, yet often have gone out of way to 
avoid discussions with those who disagree with us. We many times 
have not even tried to "heal" the rifts between us and yet we claim 
membership in the one body of Christ. 


BIBLE AUTHORITY 


The true Christian desires authority for his beliefs and practices 
(I Tim. 3:16, 17). But is it not possible that we have "inherited" 
some "traditional" beliefs from our brethren of past years that 
truly shoult be qu2stioned as to their authority? Must we say that 
we practice some ““ings in our Christianity that we have no emplicit 
or explicit author::, for? Could it be that we have followed more 
interpretations of + ell-known(?) brethren and debaters about the 
Bible than what the Bible actually says? I surely do not criticize 
my brethren unduly at all in this in their studies of the holy writ, 
but surely these same learned brethren would insist if asked, that 
others not take “lock, stock, and barrel" everything they have ever 
said or written about the Bible. But can we get "preacheritis?" 
Can we get "brotherhood commentaryitis" and not realize that we 
might be off track in some area of study? We might deny such and 
staunchly state that the Word of God has been our only source of 
authority, but we still could be guilty of it, having closed our minds 
to what has happened to us spiritually. Is it not possible to have 
one's mind closed and not even realize it? 


EACH OF US DIFFERENT 
We each as Christians have come from different backgrounds, 


educations, and have different capacities for learning, understand- 
ing, and comprehending. We as Christians can decide, choose, and 


——a - 
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draw conclusions from Biblical evidence and related material—we 
have that right. This is not to say that our conclusions will always 
be correct. But we do have the right to draw our own conclusions, 
contrary to what any ‘'southern heirarchy"’ may think. Where the 
essentials of the Christian faith exist, we can focus on them and 
teach them to those who need to hear the gospel of Christ. Then, 
as we continue to study and learn more of God's truths, we will 
come upon those passages with difficulties in them. We do not 
believe anyone would deny this. The question then is: how shall we 
treat one another over any disagreement we may have over those 
givenverses? We sometimes get the impression from some writ- 
ings among us that no one can enter heaven without every last verse 
in the Bible being understood rightly and correctly in every matter. 
If that is the case then God and Christ are still the only ones in 
heaven! 

Our spiritual growth must stem from a constant pursuit of a 
greater knowledge of God verities @ Peter 3:18). We cannot see 
how anyone can grow in a heavenly manner when his mind is closed 
to further considerations on tough subjects of the Word. I person- 
ally believe that the resurrection of the dead, the second coming of 
Christ, and related events prophesied in the New Testament have 
already been fulfilled, but the subject is by no means closed in my 
mind to further study and to investigations into the Word and from 
those around me who also study, that I may further grow and learn 
in the area of Bible prophesy. And I certainly do not intend to 
"throw spiritual darts'’ at my brethren who disagree with me on 
the subject and we all will continue to learn more and more truths 
in the matter. In other words, if we have closed our minds to a 
further study, or to look again at what we have traditionally believed 
then our growth as such has ceased. I would like to illustrate the 
kinds of attitudes that disturb me and that I believe are a hindrance 
to progressive learning Biblically. 


1) "THAT JUST CAN'T BE RIGHT!" I ask, is that a logical 
reply? Is that a thought~out, reasonable response to something 
new, proclaimed from the Word (remember, none of us claims to 
"know it all when it comes to the Bible)? And we can answer, 
"Why can't it be?" Do our traditions say it is wrong? "But the 
Bible says this here!'' "Could we have misunderstood this verse in 
light of another verse cited?'"’ Now, if we say, "No!" to that ques- 
tion, this may be the point where the closed mind is manifested. 
Of course changing one's mind in religion is almost unheard of in 
the brotherhood. It is a sign of weakness and fickleness to change 
one's mind after having believed something else for years. Some- 
how that concept exists among us also. 


2) "I'VE NOT STUDIED THAT BELIEF YET BUT I JUST KNOW 
IT IS FALSE!" Have you ever heard a sectarian say that? We 
have heard brethren say it and not blink an eye. We have logicians, 
lawyers, and astute students of the Word of God and yet comething 
like that is still uttered among us. What kind of attitude does the 
statement reveal? Here is something called false (I think we like 
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to say the words "false doctrine", the way we speak) without any 
investigation into the matter. What it does is clash with something 
we already believe that differs and we just have not considered any 
change in that idea when hit with another thought. We still advocate 
that we must all learn more of God's Word, yet we practice an 
Omniscient understanding of that same Word. ''Thou therefore 
which teachest another, teachest thou not thyself?" (Rom. 2:21). 


3) "I DON'T HAVE TIME TO STUDY IT, BUT I KNOW IT'S 
FALSE JUST BY THE SOUND OF IT!" What does this "sound" Jike 
to the reader? Can we know by the "sound" without any investiga- 
tion into the matter? Maybe the 'sounds'' we have heard over the 
years from our pulpits and in our papers have not always been the 
"sounds" of holy scripture! There are those among us who merely 
refuse to read certain materials because of the author, who they 
think has gone "liberal" or who they heard “went liberal.'' We have 
had many problems in the Lord's church over hear-say and third- 
hand information when we should have gone to the “horse's mouth" 
about it! 


4) "EVEN IF THAT COULD BE TRUE, I COULD NEVER BE- 
LIEVE IT!" Imagine explaining about the deity of Christ to a 
Moselm and him replying with this statement. We probably would 
be very disappointed over it, yet we do this among ourselves as 
brethren aJ]l the time. We have believed in the miracles performed 
in the first century, were they "believable?"' Something believable 
is something that the Bible teaches! (Rom. 10:17; John 20:30, 31). 
The earth was once "believed" to be flat, is it now "unbelievable" 
that it is slightly egg-shaped? If it makes sense from the Word, it 
ought to be believed and accepted. Or are we afraid that someone 
will not ask us to speak on some lectureship somewhere if we ac- 
cepted certain beliefs? It breaks down as to just how crystallized 
our personal theologies are and how cemented in human traditions 
we stand. Our statements and remarks often tell on us too! 


5) 'WE HAVE NEVER BELIEVED THAT IN THE CHURCHES OF 
CHRIST SO IT MUST BE FALSE!" Can you hear a member of the 
Roman Catholic church saying the same thing? How does he stand 
in saying it? Does the Church of Christ have sound doctrine or 
does the Bible? Who has decided sound dictrines in churches of 
Christ? Those who have been forerunners in interpreting the Bible 
have not all agreed by a long shot! We certainly have similar be- 
liefs as members of Christ's body, but are they to be identical in 
every quarter, yea, will they ever be that way? And if they are not, 
which they will not be, who is saved if it is required? So we de- 
termine the truth of God by what the Lord's church “has always 
taught, "' or by what the Bible DOES teach today? We have not 
agreed on the work of the Holy Spirit, Bible prophecy, warfare, or 
marriage and divorce yet. { suggest we can be in fellowship with 
one another (Rom. 12:4, 5) and still study and grow in these subjects 


of the Bible. (turn to bottom of page 15) 
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EDITORIAL - from page 2 
C LOSING OUT THE OLD 









1 - Volume X (May 1982 thru April 1983) will be bound with 
Volume XI (May 1983 thru December 1983). We have sold out of 
bound Volume VI, but VII, VI, and KX are still available, even 
though the supply is dwindling ($5 each). 


GOT THE EVIDENCE! 


J.T. Smith, editor of a bi-weekly bulletin called ''Gospel Truths", 
believes he has pinpointed the ultimate sin within the church, which 
if corrected, would surely put the Restoration Movement back in 
high gear. It seems that someone sent him a bulletin from a Texas 
church that contained the evidence. He writes, 


I am reproducing it just as it appeared in their paper. [ 
am presenting it to show you that I am not just “witch 
hunting", but that I am trying to deal with a real problem 
that is facing churches of Christ today. 


What is this awful problem that is leading the church into perdition? 
Brace yourself. It's KITCHENS!! - so help me. Kitchens in the 
church building is going to send us all to torment! Well, we knew 
the church was in trouble, but we didn't know exactly what was 
causing it. So if we can just get those kitchens out of the basement 
we'd surely be on the road to recovery. 


LOW-KEY THE NEGATIVE 


Occasionally we are chastized by well-intentioned and tender- 
hearted brethren for dwelling too much on the negative and should 
write more on the positive side. It has even been suggested that 
this places us in the same category with those “heretic-hunting" 
journals that perpetually lambast and anathematize liberals, antis, 
and Crossroads brethren. I accept the first as good and meaningful 
criticism, but the second I reject emphatically. 


The readers of Ensign will have noticed, I'm sure, that there is 
a great deal of difference between our criticizing someone for his 
peculiar ideas and the condemnation that normally accompanies the 
writings in some of our legalistic publications. To my knowledge 
we have never recommended that a brother be disfellowshipped for 
holding views different from our own. To my knowledge no writer 
for Ensign has ever named a brother as a "false teacher”, even 
though we all could have, had we used the same judgmental criteria 
as some others. However, we have suggested that some may lose 
their souls because of their unchristian attitude toward those who 
differ with them. This, in my opinion, places the Ensign in an 
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entirely different category. If our policy is that which makes us 


“liberal''", as we are often accused, then I for one proudly own up 
to it. 


We would like very much to write more on the positive side, but 
it is hard to be positive when we see evil forces within the church 
seemingly bent on destroying the unity of the body. For example, 
bro. Darwin Chandler, who preaches for a conservative church in 
Alvin, Texas, was recently fired because he preached that sinners 
are saved by the righteousness of God instead of their own personal 
righteousness through good works. He and about ten families are 
now worshipping in a rented building. Now, here is something 
positive. These brethren knew the high cost of holding onto their 
convictions, but they had the courage to do it. We don't see much 
of this anymore. They deserve all the help they can get. If you 


can help financially, you may write to him at 27 Zephyr, Alvin, 
Texas 77511. 


Even though we may write a lot on the negative side, I am sure 
that there is more "good" within the church than there is "bad", 
but isn't ''good'' supposed to be natural of Christians? Don't we 
normally write about things UNnatural? The ‘'bad" is the exception 


(or should be) and it usually gets most of the attention because of 
its abnormality. ; 


LETTER - from Helen Puckett 


Brother Kilpatrick: 

It is my heartfelt prayer that there is indeed a genuine grassroots 
movement underway and that it is a true movement at grassroots 
level. Our church history has shown that too many times what could 
have been a good movement turned out to be only a reaction against 
the forces of power and evil- I know God will bless a movement 
that would respond to Biblical truths and honor Jesus as Lord! 

And I, if I be lifted up from the earth, will draw all men 

unto myself"’ (John 8:32). 
As a Christian that sits in the pew each week, it seems that little 
time is spent in bringing us to the Cross and having our eyes lifted 
up to Jesus. Christians are literally being starved in the pews 
because the "'church'' is not feasting on Jesus ‘the bread of life." 
The average Christian simply cannot digest the "defensive" preach- 
ing, or as I call it, the offensive preaching that comes from so 
many pulpits today. The need of today is the need of yesterday and 
that is to see Jesus. There are far too many pulpits in the churches 
of Christ that have become self-centered and not Christ-centered. 
As the Christian in the pew dies the church around him dies. When 
Christ is lifted up the Christian will then be drawn to Jesus through 


the cross and find relief and peace (Eph. 2:13-22). Jesus will meet 
our needs! 
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It seems to me if the church would gather at the foot of the cross, 
much of the controversy that curses the church today would resolve 
itself. Someone has said. ‘When self is enthroned ~ God is de- 
throned. When God is enthroned - seif is dethroned." The cross 
would be a beautiful place to meet our brethren of whom we find 
ourselves in conflict! I personally don't know of an issue or con- 
flict in the church that is not over 'words''—yet Jesus was the Word 
that became flesh. ‘And the Word became flesh, and dwelt among 
us (and we beheld his glory, glory as of the only begotten from the 
Father), full of grace and truth... For the law was given through 
Moses: grace and truth came through Jesus Christ" (John 1:14-17). 
Jesus manifests in his own life and teachings the fulness of God's 
grace and truth! Jesus is LORD! 

I have been in a constant struggle with the church “leadership" 
ever since I accepted Christ 13 years ago. I found Jesus after 
studying the philosophy of Communism in Memphis. One only has 
to have a firsthand look at atheism to know the joy of finding Jesus. 

My recent experience in Heber Springs (9 years of it) has been a 
nightmare. My whole family has been completely victimized by the 
church and I have been left to pick up the pieces. My marriage was 
almost destroyed. My three boys (all married) have been deeply 
hurt, discouraged and totally frustrated as they saw their mother 
and their family torn to pieces by elders and preachers as I tried 
to follow Jesus and do God's will. 

The Christian principles and ethics I read about in the N.T. are 
directed to the individual. When decisions are made violating those 
principles for the good of the whole then the individual is crushed 
and oppressed, and Christianity has lost its Spirit. I have said 
for years there must be a return to promoting the dignity of the 
individual. For too long the church has tried to raise people en- 
masse. When the Christian is depersonalized, then the "church" 
becomes enslaved by its leadership That is our history as well as 
the history of mankind and I believe it is being relived and replayed 
in the 20th Century. Let us make Jesus Lord of this grassroots 
movement and let us dedicate ourselves to follow in his footsteps. 


Wilburn Route, Box 123A6, Heber Springs AR 72543 


ERRATA: Ensign, Oct. 1983, "Putting the Cart Before the Horse", 
by Dan Rogers, page 12, first paragraph, last line should read: 
"concept of ‘justification by faith’ in favor of the man-made concept 
of ‘justification through forgiveness'!". 
BOOKLET 

The series of articles on ''The Coming Reformation", by W. Carl 
Ketcherside, has been put in booklet form. These booklets are 
free on request. - Editor 
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INTELLECTUALISM 


In the October 8, 1983 issue of Guardian of Truth, brother Dan 
Walters feels that he should alert the brotherhood on "The Danger 
of Intellectualism."’ After quoting 1 Corinthians 11:3, about the 
serpent beguiling Eve, he said, 


Perhaps we need these warnings of the New Unity Move- 
ment, of such men as Ketcherside, Garrett, Kilpatrick, 
and Fudge, are the results of theological speculation, 
based upon the traditions of such theologians as Luther and 
Calvin. They contain their own perverse form of logic and 
human wisdom, but they could not have been formulated 
from a simple study of the Bible alone. The more I read 
the writings of R. L. Kilpatrick, for instance, the more 
amazed I become that he and his associates have been able 
to deceive any brother who is well grounded in the Scrip- 
tures. Kilpatrick could just as well be a Baptist, Method- 
ist, or Presbyterian, as a member of God's church. Any 
brother who could answer such a denominationalist in 
debate could answer Kilpatrick. There is simply no new 
material being presented. 


Brother Walters didn't intend to, but he at least paid me a left- 
handed compliment in saying that I could just as well be a Baptist, 
Methodist, or Presbyterian. It shows that I have at least made 
some progress in shedding the sectarian image. But bro. Walters 
continues to exhibit typical Church of Christ bigotry and '‘we're-the 
only-true-church" philosophy. Note that I could "just as well bea 
Baptist, Methodist, or Presbyterian, as a member of God's church". 
If i had to choose between intellectualism and bigetry, I think I'd 
prefer the former. 


Walters goes on to define an intellectual as one who has "a love 
of sophisticated terminology and complex abstract reasoning which 
transcends basic logic and common sense" (that sounds rather like 
"sophisticated terminology" too, doesn't it?). JI suspect that bro. 
Walters conjured up that definition all by himself. I wonder how 
many theologians would agree with his following definition of a 
theologian: 

The modern theologian is a religious philosopher who is 

not content with simple Bible statements, but insists upon 

harmonizing everything into a semi-logical pattern which 

fits certain preconceived theological assumptions. 
(His "terminology'' seems to be getting more "sophisticated" all 
the time.) I doubt that many would agree with him, and again I 
suspect that brother Dan hatched that one all by himself. Perhaps 
he might develop a better opinion of theologians if he would study 
some of them without his sectarian specs, and especially Luther 
and Calvin. Admittedly there are some liberal theologians who 
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might fit his definition, but not all theologians are liberal. The 
word "theologian" is not so frightening when we consider that it 
only means "'a study about God", from "theos" (God) "logos" (word). 
If bro. Walters has spent any time studying "about God", then he 
too is a theologian in the true sense of the word. Will he apply his 
own definition to himself? 


His article would have been more interesting if he had been more 
specific and named some of those denominational teachings of which 
we're supposed to be guilty, i.e., those which our "debaters" have 
answered. But if you give our debaters fifty years, they'll concoct 
an answer for most anything. As it is, Walters’ article amounts to 
no more than a complaint against those who dared to go against our 
treasured traditions, which he confuses with Scripture. 


Certainly there is a danger in "intellectualism" if the object of 
theological study is to impress others with one's intellect. But who 
would bother to read scholars who would write abstractly on hard 
subjects? I wouldn't waste my time reading someone who tries to 
make "semi-logical patterns fit certain preconceived theological 
assumptions."" But I will read the works of those scholars who 
have given their lives to their work of clarifying the scriptures. 


To group all theologians into one category and label them "liberal" 
is somewhat irresponsible. If brother Walters thinks we have 
deceived anyone by what we may have taught, let him pay his debt 
of Romans 13:8 and tell us what itis. If he will not, or can't, then 
he has written to deceive his own readers. ~- Editor 





ATTITUDES... from page 10 


CONCLUSION - BUT WHAT ABOUT ATTITUDE FIRST? 


"Thou shalt love the Lord thy God with all thy heart, with all thy 
soul, with all thy mind, and with all thy strength" (Mark 12:30). 
"..-SEE THAT YE LOVE ONE ANOTHER WITH A PURE HEART 
FERVENTLY" @ Peter 1:22). What will my attitude be when I dis- 
agree with a brother over a passage? How should I treat him when 
He and I do not see eye to eye over 1 Corinthians 15:29 or Matthew 
16:27,29? Shall I unjustly condemn him to my hell? Do I yell 
"heretic" before I even heat the water in the pot? If I sincerely 
believed what I believe about a certain thing, driving him away by 
my attitude surely would not be the thing to do if I wanted him to 
see the logic in what Isee! Even to the one who has been withdrawn 
from in fellowship, Paul wrote, "Yet count him not as an enemy, 
but admonish him as a brother" (iI Thess. 3:15). What kind of 
Christian should I be at every moment? I would rather be judged 
by the Lord on the side of love and mercy than for only law, the 
legal, and Phariseeism. ''For he shall have judgment without mercy, 
that hath showed no mercy (James 2:13). 

P.O. Box 1154, Ashtabula, Ohio 44004 
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Our Scarch For Truth 





MARK NITZ 
Robert Richardson, the biographer of Alexander Campbell, wrote: 


"A sect is characterized bya marked stagnation of religious thought. 


The theological system of each party surrounds it with fixed bound- 
aries which afford no outlet to free investigation. '' When people 
reach the point where they believe they have discovered all truth, 
that they have everything worked out, and that their conclusions are 
equivalent to "truth", surely they have become a sect. 


Surely all would recognize the sectarian tendencies among us 
(consider Ed Harrell's excellent booklet, "The Emergence of the 
Church of Christ Denomination"). Some cannot bear the thought of 
Christians differing in their opinions, inferences, or deductions. 
Surely it was this uneasiness combined with efforts to bring about a 
conformity in all areas of thinking which led denominations to write 
their creeds. The church today is certainly not immune to the 
efforts of a few to control the thinking of the masses. Consider the 
wrath one incurs for questioning a tradition that many have accepted 
as "truth" for the last century. 


How foreign this is to the noble principles of the restoration 
movement. John A. Williams, the biographer of "Raccoon" John 
Smith, summarized the attitude of the reformers in this manner: 
"They demanded as a condition of peace that there should be free- 
dom in matters of opinion and liberty in love, respecting aJ]l things 
not expressly enjoined. While faith and obedience was maintained 
as the proper ground of union, they insisted that beyond this nothing 
should be required one of another; they each should take the scrip- 
tures alone for his guide; and calling no man master, read and 
interpret for himself."' The right of every Christian to read and 
interpret God's word for himself, independent of all others was a 
basic premise of the movement. Indeed, independent Bible study 
was encouraged and practiced. 


Near the end of the 19th century, brethren began to question their 
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plea for union because of many differing opinions. F. D. Srygley 
recorded the following timely remarks. 


Because we differ in opinions and argue questions among 
ourselves, it does not follow that we are not united as 
Christianson the Bible. We have never proposed or desired 
to unite Christians in any institution that is too narrow to 
allow them to differ in opinion or argue with each other. 
We are in favor of giving everybody room to think and 
liberty to speak for himself. For myself, I am opposed to 
any institution that allows no one but the bosses and grand 
moguls to entertain an idea or express an opinion (The New 
Testament Church, p. 193). 


He went on to say, "For the life of me, I can't see that I am under 
any more obligation to agree with Alexander Campbell than he is to 
agree with me. I would never unite with him or anybody else on the 
Bible on any other condition than that I am as free as he to study 
the Bible... Whenever it comes to human organizations in which no 
one but the framers of doctrinal standards are allowed to do any 
thinking, I beg to be excused."’ Srygley did not see the principle of 
unity as being inconsistent with freedom of thought and investigation. 
"We are united, and the beauty and strength of the union is to be 
found largely in the fact that it is a union in Christ wherein every - 
one is allowed to study the Bible and think for himse}f, without 
being amenable to ecclesiastic authorities or doctrinal standards of 
human make.” 3 


Of course, brethren have always taught the necessity of personal 
Bible study and the need to base our convictions upon the word of 
God alone. How frequently I have heard from the pulpit, ‘Each 
generation needs to return to the original standard, the original 
source of authority—not merely passively accept the conclusions of 
their parents.'’ We have been a people of questioning minds and an 
independent spirit —unwilling to turn over our thinking to a select 
few. We have studiously steered clear of creeds which tend to 
stifle thinking and produce an artificial unity. However, we need 
to be careful lest we only pay "lip service" to independent Bible 
study while in reality we say “if you do not arrive at my conclusions 
in your studies, I can no longer receive you as my brother."' Men 
of honesty and integrity, who equally desire to Know the truth and 
please the Lord sometimes differ as to certain inferences, deduc- 
tions, or issues. 


Realizing the truth, Thomas Campbell wrote, 'We dare not, 
therefore, patronize the rejection of God's dear children, because 
they may not be able to see alike in matters of human inference—of 
private opinion; and such we esteem all things not expressly re- 
vealed and enjoined in the word of God" (Declaration and Address). 
How easy it would be to write a creed by which to measure the 
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faithful (there seem to be many brethren who would gladly volunteer 
their services in such an endeavor). However, the faithful would 
not stand for such and rightfully so. 


F. D. Srygley apparently perceived some brethren as wanting to 
“shut off all investigation and stop all discussion" lest the plea for 
unity "burst into smithereens.” Srygley's response should ring in 
our ears. "The shortest route I know to such a crash is to organize 
us and undertake to compel us all to quit thinking and arguing and 
accept the conclusions and carry out the plans of ‘leading men and 
papers,' without the liberty to conceive an idea or express an 
opinion of our own." 

917 Fourth Street, Cincinnati, Ohio 45215 


CATHOLICS, THE RESTORATION MOVEMENT | 
AND MERE CHRISTIANITY | 


BRUCE EDWARDS, JR. 


I suppose there is no more dramatic symbol of apostasy to mod- 
er:1 restorationists and mainline protestants than the contemporary 
Catholic church—the ancient “whore of Babylon" according to many 
otherwise good-hearted and kind people. I, like many others, grew 
up in deadly fear of Catholicism, remembering stories of caution 
designed to keep me forever safe from its serpentine clutches. Do 
any of these sound familiar: (1) the church "“brainwashes" its 
children, ''Give us your infant and by age six we will have him for 
life!"; (2) the church extracts horrible pledges within a "mixed 
marriage’: "To marry this woman you must raise your children 
Catholic!"; (3) the priests are all lecherous and unscrupulous; 
"We forbid our flocks from reading the Bible’; and, when all else 
failed there's (4) the Spanish inquisition: ''How could any God- 
loving, self-respecting person even consider being a Catholic in the 
face of such debaucheries?"' And consider dating a Catholic? Why 
at some unprotected moment one might be dragged into the dark 
corners of some church building and catechized against his will! 


The irony in all this is that during my childhood and adolescence 
I hardly ever met a Catholic who truly enjoyed being a Catholic—or 
who appeared to take his or her faith seriously. To be sure, the 
local parochial schools (which always had the best football teams) 
did have prayers in the classrooms and a grandoise Christmas 
pageant—but surely these were only cloaking a mysterious evil deep 
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in the hearts of these Roman slaves. Frankly, my Catholic ac- 
quaintances gave me better reasons for rejecting their faith than 
any anti-Roman propaganda. The Church seemed more silly than 
nefarious: foolish notions about Mary and birth control and infalli- 
bility—come on, a church with such seijf~inflicted wounds could not 
be too dangerous. 


Later, though, when I began to bump into writers like G. K. 
Chesterton, Thomas Merton and Flannery O'Conner, I discovered 
Catholics who not only believed and defended their faith with vigor, 
but explained my own to me in an imaginative and convincing way. 
What was going on here? Simply this: I had perceived in these 
writers what C. 8S. Lewis had called 'mere Christianity," i. e., a 
Christianity full of the ages, vibrant, "orthodox, '' true —a faith 
which transcended denominational and reformational boundaries. 
Their "mere Christianity'' was comprised of the faith-core of the 
first century church, namely, the necessity of faith in the Son of 
God, of baptism into His death, of living a godly life, or proclaim- 
ing the good news about his vicarious sacrifice for all mankind. 
Where had these "real'' Catholics been all my life’? How could 
these outsiders to my own religious training and upbringing present 
the gospel with such warmth and light? Was Catholicism, after all, 
the true faith? 


The answer came to me after I examined the content of my own 
faith critically. What made me a Christian? What gave my faith 
vigor and identity? Was it my crisply coded denominational label? 
My restorer'’s identification with an algorithm of correct doctrinal 
beliefs? An ability to trace my genealogy back to one, true apos- 
tolic church? No. And neither did any of these categories explain 
the light generated by such people as O'Conner and Merton. I had 
been using a double-standard, judging the viability of Catholicism 
by the lackluster performance of its supposed adherents while I and 
my brethren were just as susceptible to the charge of insipidness. 
My jaded Catholic friends ~ just like my jaded Church of Christ 
friends —had lost touch with the centrality of the gospel and the 
person of Jesus. 


Did the Catholics brainwash? Did they forbid their parishioners 
to truly study God's word? Did they have a past filled with perse- 
cution and excommunication? Perhaps. Fut did my restoration 
fathers escape such indignities? By no means. Jadedness and 
cynicism whether Catholic, protestant or restorationist— comes 
from individual myopia which prevents all of us some of the time 
from recognizing the source and power of true faith. In Chesterton 
and the rest I had stumbled upon believers who ~whether their 
doctrinal failings —had seen the Source and Power more clearly 


than me. 
(turn to back cover) 


179 19 


Iam not now a Catholic; there are too many doctrinal idiosyncra- 
sies and heirarchial emphases for me, as an unrepentant heir of 
the reformation era, to embrace this childhood nemesis. But I 
have come to see that Catholics have no premium on jadeness or 
cynicism: serving in or worshipping with a restoration or ‘'evan- 


gelical" church is no guarantee that one has escaped "vain worship" 
or "legalism." 


The heart of Jesus beats in everyone who has come to Him for 
Life and meaning, and who see that the gospel is about love, peace 
and joy- Such a faith is not easy, of course, and neither is it found 
in cheap grace. And it is sometimes the least likely people who 
discover it and share it with others. That Zaccheus, Mary Magda- 
Jine and Saul of Tarsus came to know this same Jesus as a rebuke 
to those of us who have everything figured out and fitted into con- 
venient categories. In the face of God's serendipity, we can only 
marvel at the unrelenting mercy and graciousness of the God who 
calls all of us to a radical trust and dependence on Him. iz 
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